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ABSTRACT 
Some "postmodern" writing pedagogies have attempted to accoimt for 
indeterminacy of meaning and situatedness in the writing act. I argue that these 
attempts at "postmodern pedagogy" are unsuccessful and that indeterminacy of 
meaning and situatedness in the writing act can be explained more clearly 
through the leris of interpretation. 
The role of interpretation in the production of discourse (writing) has 
seldom been discussed; interpretation has been discussed more often in terms of 
the reception of discourse. I argue that interpretation in the writing act involves 
communicative interaction with others, and that indeterminacy of meaning and 
situatedness in the writing act occior in the "third space" between writers and 
audiences during communicative interaction. 
The third space is a theoretical concept that demonstrates the jimction of 
interpretations between a writer and audience during the act of writing. I base 
the concept of third space primarily on Donald Davidson's concept of "passing 
theory"—a momentary, partial interpretation that occur between speakers. I 
argue that passing theories represent postmodern characteristics such as 
indeterminacy of meaning/situatedness in the reception as well as production of 
discourse. 
The third space can be used as a tool to evaluate communicative 
interaction in the writing act. In this dissertation, I examine two communicative 
interactions during the writing act. One examination occurs in a technical 
communication classroom, and the other occxirs in a writing center. I analyze 
commtmicative interaction in these two settings using the concept of the third 
space to illustrate interpretation in the writing act. 
vi 
This investigation about interpretation and the third space has two 
important implicatioris for writing pedagogy. One implication is that 
emphasizing interpretation in the production of discourse encourages us to 
value one-to-one interactioris both within and beyond the writing classroom. A 
second implication is that embracing interpretation as central to the writing act 
means that we must move beyond a process pedagogy that advocates a codified, 
structured model for the writing act. Instead, by focusing on the third space—the 
intersection of differing interpretations about writing—^we can leam how writer 
and audience negotiate writing and how communicative interaction influences 
the writing act. 
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INTRODUCTION 
I began thinking about the topic and emphasis of this dissertation wheri I 
worked as an interdisciplinary writing tutor in the College of Agriculture at Iowa 
State University. Although I had served as a tutor for several years, this 
particular experience was different from any tutoring I had done before. In 
working with students from other disciplines, I noticed that my imderstanding 
and my students' imderstandings of writing conventions varied in significant 
ways. For example, we held differing expectations about writing formats (i.e., 
reports or correspondence formats), writing conventions (i.e., the use of topic 
sentences, voice, and tone), and information design (i.e., use of headings and 
white space). Furthermore, our discussions were often hindered by my lack of 
technical knowledge about their academic disciplines (i.e., animal science, plant 
pathology, hortictilture, and agricultural and biosystems technology). While 
these differences were sometimes obstacles in our discussions about writing and 
communication, I considered these differences valuable learning tools, and I 
discovered that identifying our differences made our discxissions about writing 
more productive and helpful. For example, sometimes tutorial discussions 
would reveal different perceptions of how dooiments might be organized (i.e., a 
report). Students brought with them suggestions their professors had made 
about structuring docxunents, and often these suggestions differed from mine. 
Through my experience working with students from disciplines outside of 
English and composition, I began to consider the importance of interpretation in 
commxinicative interaction, especially in the act of writing and in our acts of 
teaching writing. That is, I began to wonder how different interpretations about 
writing influenced the writing act. At this point, I began to formulate the "third 
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space" as a concept to help explain this intersection of differences. 
The "third space" represents for me a way in which we can identify 
differing interpretations of the writing act (i.e., writing conventions, writing 
formats, ideas about writing). For example, as I talked with agriculture students 
about their expectations for writing, I noticed that we tended to occupy our 
"own" spaces—a space in which the students would express their expectations 
about writing and a space in which I would express my expectations about 
writing. The third space represents an area between these spaces where overlaps 
and differences about writing can be examined more thoroughly. I discovered 
that when my students and I took time to examine these differences, we 
communicated much better about writing. 
The third space obviously incorporates the act of commimication—or, 
what Donald Davidson calls "communicative interaction." Davidson suggests 
that interpretation derives from communicative interaction. In reading 
Davidson, I was struck by his formulatioris of a "prior theory" and "passing 
theory." The term "prior theory" refers to the prior understandings we bring to 
commxmicative interaction as well as how we might expect others to interpret 
our utterances; the term "passing theory" describes the way in which we actually 
attempt to imderstand someone else during commimicative interaction. 
Davidson's idea of the "passing theory"—a momentary, partial vmderstanding— 
helped me to formulate the idea of the third space. 
Adopting Davidson's interpretive framework, however, changed 
sigiiificantly the nature of my inquiry. My original inquiry involved the primary 
question; What is the role of interpretation in the writing act? As I read more 
about interpretation and became familiar with the work of Richard Rorty, 
Stanley Fish, and Thomas Kent, I realized that employing an interpretive 
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framework for writing pedagogy had important and imexpected implications. 
So, my inquiry changed, and I confronted this question: How does interpretation 
influence writing pedagogy? For example, in Paralogic Rhetoric Thomas Kent 
(1991) describes at length the implications of what he calls an "externalist" 
position for writing pedagogy. The heart and sotd of this position, which 
embraces the hermeneutic emphasis found in Davidson's work, is that writing 
carmot be taught. Kent says, for example, that if we accept the claims that writing 
and reading constitute kinds of communicative interaction that require us to 
make hermeneutic guesses about how others will interpret our utterances, then 
"... writing and reading—conceived broadly as processes or bodies of 
knowledge—carmot be taught, for nothing exists to teach" (161). In other words, 
Kent suggests (and carefully outlines in Paralogic Rhetoric) that if we agree that 
writing is a hermeneutic, commimicative activity, then we also must agree that 
it cannot be structured or codified in any "teachable" way. The consequence of 
this perspective is that our current dominant approach to writing pedagogy 
(namely, process pedagogy) must change. 
Intrigued by this interpretive perspective and mindful of the tutoring 
situations where I experienced similar realizations, I began investigating writing 
pedagogies that might embrace the interpretive perspective that Kent described; 
somewhat surprisingly, I foimd no pedagogy that resembled the theoretical 
perspective he outlined. The only pedagogies that came close were postmodern 
or antifovmdationalist frameworks for writing pedagogy; yet, I discerned that 
these pedagogies failed to embrace, in any meaningful way, the ideas about 
interpretation forwarded by Davidson and Kent. 
Working with these postmodern concerns about interpretation, I began to 
develop the ideas about the third space that culminated in this dissertation. 
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Consequently, the intent of this dissertation is (1) to explain and to explore how 
the interpretive perspective might be relevant to and useful for writing 
pedagogy, and (2) to illustrate this interpretive perspective through the concept 
of the third space. Through examining the interpretive perspective in relation to 
the writing act in this dissertation, I explore a definition of writing that departs 
from current process explanations of the writing act. This new, interpretive 
definition of the writing act may have important ramifications for writing 
pedagogy such as increasing communicative interaction between teachers, 
students, and public audiences in writing classes. 
My investigation begins with a discussion in chapters one and two about 
the nature of interpretation. The discussions in these chapters address the 
primary question: What is the role of interpretation in the writing act? In 
chapter one, I explore various postmodern pedagogies that claim—^but fail in my 
view—to teach students about what being situated means in particular writing 
environments. I suggest in this chapter that postmodern pedagogies fail in this 
regard because they do not acknowledge the value of interpretation in explaining 
the writing act. In chapter two, I describe how interpretation relates to 
commimicative interaction and, consequently, the writing act. In this chapter, I 
also introduce the idea of the third space. These chapters provide a basis for the 
interpretive perspective that is illustrated in the remaining chapters of the 
dissertation. 
Following these introductory chapters, I investigate the uses of the 
interpretive perspective in writing pedagogy by addressing the question: How 
does interpretation influence the teaching of writing? In chapter three, I suggest 
that writing instruction must focus on dialogic interactions between teachers and 
students, and that writing instruction should also encourage dialogues between 
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students and outside audiences for their writing. In chapter four, I analyze, 
through the concept of the third space, various dialogues that occurred in a 
classroom situation between students, teacher, and an outside audience. In this 
analysis, I attempt to reveal the intersection of various interpretations that 
emerged through communicative interaction about writing. 
In chapter five, I continue this investigation of writing pedagogy by 
exploring the writing center as a site where various dialogue strategies are 
employed, strategies that are endorsed by many teachers and students but 
strategies do not reflect the interpretive perspective outlined by Davidson. In 
chapter six,, I explain how interpretation occurs in specific writing center 
dialogues, and I use the concept of the third space as a way to identify the 
intersection of prior and passing theories between a student and a tutor as they 
engage in commimicative interaction about writing. 
Although I stress in this dissertation an interpretive perspective in the 
study of discourse production, much more research needs to be done about the 
role that interpretation plays in the writing act. For the most part, this 
dissertation constitutes only an exploratory essay about interpretation and 
writing pedagogy, and I certainly do not claim to be outlining a complete 
interpretive pedagogy. However, if the writing act is an indeterminate, 
hermeneutic activity as the interpretive perspective suggests, the assumption 
follows that current writing instruction is in need of significant modification. I 
hope that this dissertation serves as a first step toward making such an important 
and necessary change in ovir thinking about the act of writing. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
THE PROBLEM OF POSTMODERN PEDAGOGY 
In order to explain what I mean by the indeterminate nature of the writing 
act, I examine in this chapter certain postmodern and antifoimdationalist 
approaches to writing pedagogy/ I believe these postmodern and 
antifoimdationalist frameworks provide an appropriate starting place for this 
investigation because they generally describe meaning-making as an 
indeterminate, situated activity. Furthermore, several attempts have been made 
to apply these frameworks to writing pedagogy in the area of what has come to be 
called "postmodern pedagogy." David Smit (1995) reports, for example, that a 
recent fascination with postmodernism and antifoimdationalism has driven 
several writing scholars to apply these concepts to writing pedagogy. These 
attempts have included such divergent efforts as reconfigured computer 
pedagogies (Barker and Kemp 1990), ideological pedagogies (Berlin 1992; Bizzell 
1986), and post-process pedagogies (Ward 1994). In this chapter I examine these 
divergent efforts and argue that none of these attempts employs postmodern 
theory or antifoimdationalist theory in any meaningful way. In fact, I believe 
that most postmodern pedagogies simply misuse the label of postmodern in 
relation to the pedagogies they propose. 
In this chapter, then, I suggest that postmodernism and 
antifoimdationalism can be useful to writing pedagogy in describing the 
indeterminate nature of the writing act, but I argue that current descriptions of 
postmodern pedagogies fail to apply these theoretical frameworks accurately or 
'By "writing pedagogy" I include not only composition pedagogy but also the ever-growing field of 
professional communication pedagogy, which may include courses such as technical commvmication, 
business commimication, and proposal writing. 
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consistently. Rather, I find current postmodern pedagogy—or what is called 
"postmodern"—to be problematic in large part because its advocates attempt to 
teach rather than examine postmodern issues in relation to the indeterminate 
nature of writing. To develop this argument, I investigate in detail three 
additional problems. First, the pedagogies that claim to be postmodern 
inappropriately adapt the term "postmodern" to suit their individual pedagogies; 
these adaptations produce vague and unuseful notions about how 
postmodernism can be applied to writing pedagogy. Second, some writing 
researchers argue that a structured, principled, postmodern pedagogy is a 
contradiction in terms, since the term postmodern resists foundational 
classifications, principles, or theoretical applications. Consequently, teaching 
postmoderriism in any structured and principled way creates what David 
Wallace (1996) has called the "paradox of postmodernism" (110): how may a 
pedagogy that denies foundational knowledge be employed as a foundation 
itself? A third difficulty with postmodern pedagogy concerris its efficacy in the 
classroom. David Smit notes this important deficiency: "[there is] a remarkable 
lack of discussion about whether these methods of iiistruction actually produce 
good writers or good writing" (47). 
In the discussion to follow, I explain various descriptions of postmodern 
principles that form the backdrop for my discussion of postmodern pedagogy. 
Then, in order to relate some of the difficulties of current postmodern pedagogy, 
I review some different approaches to postmodern pedagogy that attempt to 
adopt postmodernism to writing pedagogy. In addition, I discuss Wallace's 
"paradox" of postmodern pedagogy by reviewing the argument that 
antifoimdationalism (and related isms) cannot be taught. Finally, by taking up 
Smit's point that little concrete work has been done to demonstrate the 
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effectiveness of a postmodern pedagogy, I explain why such demonstrations do 
not exist. 
The Postmodern Condition 
The term "postmodern" has been used in a number of fields spanning 
philosophy, cultural studies, art, mathematics, and even politics, and the term 
has been employed to mean very different things. By the time postmodernism 
can be concretely defined, according to Lester Faigley (1992), "the provocativeness 
of postmodernism will have long since ended" (4). Although the concept of 
postmodernism has been widely defined, it generally refers to a "growing 
awareness of randonmess, ambiguity, and chaos" (Faigley 3), and for many 
postmodern theorists, it includes as well (1) a critique of modernist principles 
and practices, (2) a rejection of foundational truths, and (3) the idea of 
situatedness. In an effort to relate more clearly the nature and the importance of 
these three postmodern concerns, I address them one at a time. 
One way to describe postmodemism is to contrast modernism with 
postmodernism. According to David Ray Griffin (1993), modernism is "the 
worldview that has developed out of the seventeenth-century Galilean-
Cartesian-Baconian-Newtonian science . . . modernity in the sense of the world 
order that both conditioned and was conditioned by this worldview" (viii). As a 
reaction against modernism, postmodemism refutes and discredits modernist 
practices and principles, often through a critique of modernist formulations of 
foundational or "standardized" meaning and truth. Griffin explains that this 
resistance to standardized meanings makes postmodemism part of an 
antimodem movement in which "modernism as a worldview is less and less 
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seen as The Final Truth" (Griffin vii).- Griffin's formulation is compatible with 
other descriptions of postmodernism found in writing pedagogy. For example, 
in "Cultural Studies, Postmodernism, and Composition," John Schilb (1991) 
describes postmodernism as "a critique of traditional epistemology, a set of 
artistic practices, and an ensemble of larger social conditions—^just as modernism 
referred to intellectual developments, artistic trends, and transformations in the 
wider social landscape" (174). According to both Griffin and Schilb, then, 
postmodernism involves a critique of modernist standards and practices. 
In its critique of modernism, postmodernism rejects the possibility for a 
foimdational truth or meaning; that is, postmodernism resists unified standards 
that can be imiversally applied. Stated a bit differently, postmodeniism endorses 
antifoimdationalism, and, according to Patricia Bizzell (1986), 
antifoundationalism is "the belief that an absolute standard for the judgment of 
truth can never be fovmd, precisely because the individual mind can never 
transcend personal emotions, social circumstances, and historical conditions" 
(39-40). Because postmodernism and antifoundationalism go hand in hand, an 
understanding of antifoimdationalism helps us to appreciate the postmodern 
concern with history, context, and community,^ and these postmodern concerns 
^Another helpful distinction offered by Griffin suggests that postmodernism has divided into two 
general camps: a deconstructive camp in which a modernist worldview is criticized, demonstrated 
in a critique of such things as meaning and truth (he associates this camp with art and literature) 
(viii), and a constructive or reconstructive camp in which modernist and premodemist truths and 
values are revised—not eliminated—to adapt to a postmodernist world (ix). Griffin favors the 
constructive version of postmodernism, citing that by eliminating modernist or premodemist truths 
and values, a deconstructive postmodernism results in relativism, and furthermore "[carries] modem 
premises to their logical conclusioris" (viii). 
^Bizzell often refers to the categories of personal, social, and historical in her discussion of 
postmodernism and antifoimdationalism as sort of checks and balances of foimdationalist and 
antifoundationeilist thought: "Hence any argument promoting a candidate for the position of 
absolute standard should be scrutinized to reveal the personal, social, and/or historical interests it 
serves, interests that are likely to center around the controversial area of knowledge the standard 
is supposed to adjudicate" (40). 
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comprise a second claim about postmodernism. For example, Stanley Fish (1989) 
suggests that antifoiondationalism is a rejection of "any attempt to ground 
inquiry and communication in something more firm and stable than mere belief 
or unexamined practice" (342). Fish further asserts that antifoundationalism 
teaches that questions of fact, truth, correctness, validity, and clarity can 
neither be posed nor answered in reference to some extracontextual, 
ahistorical, nonsituational reality, or rule, or law, or value; rather, anti-
fovmdationalism asserts, all of these matters are intelligible and debatable 
only within the precincts of the contexts or situations or paradigms or 
communities that give them their local and changeable shape. (344) 
Fish explains that antifoundationalism rejects absolute standards, asserting that 
meaning is indeterminate. This indeterminacy of meaning, which derives from 
the antifoundationalist claim that all knowledge requires historicizing, leads 
directly to a third related claim endorsed by postmodernists: knowledge is 
situational. 
By indeterminacy of meaning. Fish means that knowledge is not based on 
foundational truths, but rather on the situations in which we find ourselves 
when we commimicate. Indeterminacy of meaning also implies that knowledge 
is subject to change and interpretation. That is, to repeat Fish's comment, 
knowledge (or questions of fact, truth, correctness, validity, and clarity) results 
"only within the precincts of the contexts or situations or paradigms or 
communities that give them their local and changeable shape" (344). Key to the 
idea of situatedness, then, is the idea that knowledge is unstable, rather than 
stable as modernists would assert. 
By advocating situatedness—the idea that no foundational meaning or 
truth exists across different situations—postmodernism seems altogether 
pluralistic and situational, in that meaning and knowledge derive from the 
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specific situations in which we find ourselves. Griffin's observation that 
"modernism as a worldview is less and less seen as The Final Truth" (vii) 
captures this idea of indeterminacy, for postmodernism seems to critique Truth 
with a capital "T." 
Postmodern Pedagogies 
Despite the fascination with postmodernism among composition scholars 
(Smit 1995), no clear shared definition of postmodernism exists in writing 
pedagogy, and further, other terms such as poststructuralism, anti-
foundationalism, and deconstruction are regularly used interchangebly to refer 
to postmodernism in writing pedagogy. For example, James Berlin (1992) 
combines poststructuralism, cultural studies, and postmodernism in his 
discussion of postmodern theory in practice. And John Schilb (1991) explains 
that the begirmings of postmodernism in composition may have emerged from 
an interest in poststructuralism that was particularly present in the field of 
literature (173). Although a standard definition of "postmodern pedagogy" is 
difficult to come by, some theorists have attempted to narrow the term. For 
example, Irene Ward (1994) defines a postmodern pedagogy as one that 
"conceives of truth and knowledge not as stable and determinable but as always 
contingent and dependent on local context" (129). In her description of this kind 
of pedagogy. Ward maintains that "knowledge, like language, can be understood, 
or have meaning, only within unique commvmicative situations in which two 
or more people engage in a dialogue about an object or idea" (129). Other 
theorists maintain that postmodern pedagogy endorses context-dependent 
knowledge, or "situatedness." For example, James Sosnoski (1991) asserts that 
postmodern classrooms "do not have to follow a single blueprint and should 
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change according to the situation" (210). Also endorsing situatedness, Thomas 
Barker and Fred Kemp (1990) explain that postmodernism is "a self-conscious 
acknowledgment of the immediate present and an attempt to respond to it in 
new ways" (1). Situatedness, for these theorists, refers to the ability to respond to 
specific situations rather than rely on transcendent or foundational principles or 
rules. 
As a result of the emphasis placed on situatedness in these definitions of 
postmodern pedagogy, postmodernism—as a kind of intellectual tradition—has 
not resulted in a unified writing pedagogy, but rather, it has resulted in several 
pedagogzes. This plurality should not be surprising given the open nature of 
postmodernism. To illustrate this pluralism, in this section I review a sampling 
of postmodern pedagogies presented by James Berlin (1992), Patricia Bizzell (1986; 
1990), Thomas Barker and Fred Kemp (1990), and Irene Ward (1994). Each of 
these theorists adapts postmodernism in order to forward a particular brand of 
writing pedagogy. While these pedagogies emphasize situatedness, these 
adaptations carmot help but create confusion about what postmodern pedagogy is 
and what it should attempt to accomplish in the writing classroom. Rather, 
these pedagogies are problematic because they do not accurately reflect the 
postmodern perspective; furthermore, these examples illustrate that the label 
"postmodern" does not necessarily equate a postmodern pedagogy. 
In an effort to explain why these approaches are not really "postmodern" 
in practice, I would like to consider first James Berlin's adaptation of 
postmodernism to writing pedagogy, which demonstrates a clear ideological 
perspective. In "Poststructuralism, Cultural Studies, and the Composition 
Classroom: Postmodern Theory in Practice," Berlin (1992) defends the value of 
postmodernism for composition, stating that it "[offers] strikingly convergent 
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and remarkably compelling visioris" for teachers (16). In this version of 
postmodern pedagogy, Berlin is concerned with helping students become aware 
that they are influenced by social, political, and material conditions (18). He 
argues that "each of us is heterogeneously made up of various competing 
discourses, cor\flicted and contradictory scripts, that make our consciousness 
anything but unified, coherent, and autonomous" (18). Berlin employs 
postmodernism to explore these competing discourses, drawing attention to 
class, race, gender, and ethnicity (20). 
Berlin makes explicit his intent to merge this postmodern pedagogy with 
social-epistemic rhetoric, the result of which encourages students to engage in a 
dialectic concerning not only the production of discourse, but also the social and 
political forces that stirroimd the student. He makes explicit his ideological 
intentions: 
All of this has great corisequences for the writing classroom. Given the 
ubiquitous role of discourse in human affairs, instructors cannot be 
content to focus exclusively on teaching the production of academic texts. 
Our business must be to instruct students in signifying practices broadly 
conceived—to see not only the rhetoric of the college essay but the rhetoric 
of the iristitution of schooling, of the workplace, and of the media. (24) 
Berlin includes in his postmodern pedagogy, then, an ideological motive in 
which writing teachers have a duty beyond teaching writing: they have the duty 
of making students citizens who are socially and politically active. To achieve 
this goal, Berlin adapts postmodernism to his own pedagogy by narrowing the 
postmodern perspective to one in which "signifying practices shape the subject, 
the social, and the material—the perceiver and the perceived" (19). 
In the classroom, this postmodern pedagogy becomes enforced through 
"dialectical interaction, working out a rhetoric more adequate to the historical 
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moment and the actual conditions of teacher and students" (25). Berlin 
maintains that this postmodern pedagogy includes such course units as 
advertising, work, play, education, gender, and individuality (27), each of which 
requires that students read narratives as well as write their own narratives to 
explore their roles within the larger structure of society. As students interpret 
narratives through this postmodern, social-epistemic lens, Berlin hopes to make 
clear that student interpretations of text "are ideologically invested in the 
construction of subjectivities within recommended economic, social, and 
political arrangements" (29). That is, Berlin hopes to encourage students to 
recognize how power shapes their interpretations. Though intriguing, Berlin's 
postmodern pedagogy is explicitly ideological, and, further, he defines 
postmodernism as a sigriifying practice—a definition that suits his own pedagogy 
associated with social epistemology. 
While Berlin's postmodern pedagogy drives social-epistemic rhetoric and 
encourages an ideological perspective, another postmodern pedagogy offered by 
Patricia Bizzell emphasizes the situational aspect of postmodernism. In 
"Foundationalism and Anti-Foundationalism in Composition Studies," Bizzell 
(1986) suggests that "Rhetoric is the study of the personal, social and historical 
elements in human discourse—how to recognize them, interpret them, and act 
on them, in terms both of situational context and of verbal style" (52). She 
asserts that postmodernism—or, more accurately, an antifoimdationalist 
perspective—is helpful, for "an anti-foundationalist xmderstanding of discourse 
would see the student's way of thinking and interacting with the world, the 
student's very self, as fundamentally altered by participation in any new 
discourse" (43). Bizzell uses antifoxmdationalism to help students and teachers 
recognize forms of discourse and their roles as participants in discourse. Further, 
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she suggests that we can improve "social justice" by engaging in political activity 
to change the nature of our discursive practices (54). Through a call to action, 
Bizzell's use of postmodernism in this instance is ultimately ideological, though 
it is perhaps not as explicitly ideological as Berlin's approach to pedagogy. Bizzell 
encourages the mastery of discourse as a means of student power, and she 
encourages the employment of the antifoundationalist perspective as a way to 
help students identify their own positions within a discourse. 
In a later article, "Beyond Anti-Foundationalism to Rhetorical Authority: 
Problems Defining 'Cultural Literacy,"' however, Bizzell (1990) strengthens her 
ideological perspective. She criticizes anti-foimdationalism for being too 
pluralistic and for refusing to acknowledge authority: 
We exercise authority over [students] in asking them to give up their 
foundational beliefs, but we give them nothing to put in the place of these 
foundational beliefs because we deny the validity of all authority, 
including, presiimably, our own. (269) 
Bizzell suggests that teachers must be "more forthright about the ideologies we 
support as well as those we attack, and we will have to articulate a positive 
program legitimated by an authority that is nevertheless nonfoimdational" (271). 
Frustrated with the pluralism of postmodernist pedagogy, Bizzell asserts that 
teachers who employ postmodernism or antifoundationalism still bring goals 
into the classroom—goals that deserve recognition (269). In other words, Bizzell 
argues that teachers must be more articulate about their intentions in their 
pedagogies. 
In true postmodern fashion, and to her great credit, Bizzell deconstructs 
academic discourse and asks students to do the same; however, she ultimately 
presents an ideological perspective that focuses on student power and teacher 
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authority, for she makes clear that she wants students to recognize the role that 
power plays in discourse. Like Berlia, Bizzell adapts postmodernism to forward 
her own ideological goals. The irony of this adaptation is that postmodernism 
resists such a configured goal, and Bizzell herself recognizes this irony when she 
teUs us that "we will have to articulate a positive program legitimated by an 
authority that is nevertheless nonfoundational" (italics mine, 271). Although 
Bizzell mentions that her emphasis on ideology may not be compatible with her 
proclaimed antifoimdationalist pedagogy, she seems to suggest that ideology and 
antifoundationalism can somehow be reconciled in an antifoimdationalist 
pedagogy. However, I believe that Bizzell ultimately disclaims 
antifoundationalism and, I believe, postmodernism too by suggesting that 
teachers should clearly state their ideological goals in the classroom."* 
In "Network Theory: A Postmodern Pedagogy for the Writing 
Classroom," Thomas Barker and Fred Kemp (1990) relate yet another application 
of postmodernism that is less ideologically oriented than either Berlin's or 
BizzeU's pedagogies. These authors maintain that postmodernism and 
postmodern pedagogy should address the present moment: 
Postmodern in our terms means both a way of looking sensitively and 
self-consciously at the conditions of the present, and also a means of 
appropriating new ways of knowing about knowing itself, vmencumbered 
by static assimiptions or conventions. A postmodern writing pedagogy 
represents a structured attempt to combine the realities of current social 
and economic conditions with instruction that emphasizes the commimal 
aspect of knowledge making. (2) 
Barker and Kemp maintain that writing pedagogy can respond to the present 
through the use of computers in writing. By critiquing traditional classrooms 
^We might also consider the influence of a teacher's role on postmodernism. The very role of a 
teacher may also bring with it ideological assumptions that might disavow the postmodern 
perspective. 
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that employ face-to-face interactions and other methods of instruction such as 
peer review. Barker and Kemp suggest that a computer-networked classroom 
allows students more opportunities to interact with other students through the 
written word: "We believe that irrespective of further pedagogical measures, the 
sharing of text easily promotes the power of text, which in turn motivates and 
directs the writer in instructionaUy effective ways" (18). Barker and Kemp also 
promote "network theory," which emphasizes textual transactions between 
writers as central to writing pedagogy. The assumption behind network theory is 
that the more frequently writers engage in written transactions with other 
writers, the more frequently writers wiU leam about themselves as transactors 
and therefore become better writers (15). Network theory, consequently, de-
emphasizes the text and instead emphasizes transactions that occur between 
writers. Because trarisactional exchanges play such a central role in network 
theory, this approach to writing pedagogy also reflects certain aspects of social 
constructionism. For example. Barker and Kemp suggest that trarisactions lead 
to a type of "group knowledge," which relies on the transactions for the creation 
of that knowledge (15). In this way, the postmodern pedagogy described by 
Barker and Kemp emphasizes discourse communities and a kind of social 
construction. 
While Barker and Kemp call their pedagogy "postmodern," their 
employment of postmodernism seems to go no further than this label. Barker 
and Kemp use postmodernism in a very nondistinct way to justify their 
computer pedagogy by suggesting that computer pedagogy responds to the needs 
of the current situation in writing pedagogy. Beyond this somewhat superficial 
reliance on postmodernism, however, these authors do not explicitly connect 
their computer pedagogy or network theory to the idea of situatedness or other 
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postmodern issues. Instead, they focus on a particular practice in the 
classroom—written transactions—and use postmodernism simply as a 
framework in which to situate their own computer-based pedagogy and 
application of network theory. 
A useful example of postmodern pedagogy—and perhaps an example 
closer to the spirit of postmodernism than the ones I've discussed thus far—is 
proposed by Irene Ward (1994) in Literacy, Ideology, and Dialogue: Towards a 
Dialogic Pedagogy. In this book. Ward describes how a "dialogic" pedagogy 
relates to postmodernism, and although postmodernism is orUy one lens 
through which Ward views dialogic pedagogy, her associations between 
dialogism and postmodernism are interesting to examine here.^ Ward explains 
that postmodern pedagogy "conceives of truth and knowledge not as stable and 
determinable but as always contingent and dependent on local context" (129). 
This formulation includes the notion of situatedness and implies a critique of 
foundational truth and meaning. However, unlike the postmodern pedagogies 
espoused by Berlin, Bizzell, and Barker and Kemp, Ward stresses situatedness 
and contingency in her pedagogy. In her approach to pedagogy. Ward advocates 
that "knowledge, like language, can be understood, or have meaning, only 
within xmique communicative situations in which two or more people engage 
in a dialogue about an object or idea" (129). That is. Ward suggests that students 
should engage dialogically in commimicative interaction with one another in 
and outside the classroom. Furthermore, Ward suggests that this dialogic 
activity is central to postmodern pedagogy because it embodies situatedness and 
indeterminacy. For this reason, dialogic activity may be more important perhaps 
®Ward also describes dialogic pedagogy as it relates to social construction, expressivism, and 
radical pedagogies, though she favors a postmodern association with dialogic pedagogy. 
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than teaching skills or a codified writing process. ^ In place of process-centered 
pedagogy. Ward advocates a dialogue-centered pedagogy in which students 
become literate by learning to address audiences through engaging others in 
dialogue. 
Ward suggests that dialogism employed in the classroom relies on 
interactions between students and texts, students and students, teachers and 
students, and students and nonacademic audiences (201): 
The various types of dialogue ... all are necessary for the development of 
students as competent writers who can produce written dociiments 
capable of carrying on the work of a literate society. In short, a 
comprehensive dialogic pedagogy wovild recognize that knowledge 
imfolds in the process of attempting to communicate with others, what 
[Thomas Kent] calls communicative interaction; in the give-and-take of 
this process, people come to know themselves, other people, and 
something about the concrete world. (201-202) 
While Ward does not offer concrete suggestions for employing this type of 
pedagogy, her work provides, I think, the strongest possibility for a tnily 
postmodern pedagogy, for it stresses the postmodern features of indeterminacy of 
meaning and situatedness. For example. Ward recognizes that dialogues change 
from situation to situation and that knowledge is created through these 
interactions. Other pedagogies that I have reviewed here tend to employ the 
term "postmodernism" in an effort to promote a specific ideological practice or 
traditional computer pedagogy. In contrast, the dialogic activity proposed by 
Ward, in a serise, enacts postmodernism by focusing on communicative 
interaction rather than foundational assumptions about writing. 
While the pedagogies I have reviewed here encourage a critique of 
academic discourse, the pedagogies themselves are quite structured, goal-
®For this reason. Ward has also described this postmodern pedagogy as a post-process pedagogy. 
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oriented, and even fotmdational. Berlin, Bizzell, and Barker and Kemp, for 
example, do not incorporate postmodern issues such as the indeterminacy of 
meaning and situatedness within their pedagogies. They simply have used 
postmodernism to situate a particular brand of pedagogy, and even when 
postmodern concerns are more appropriately addressed in writing pedagogy, as I 
believe is the case in Ward's dialogic pedagogy, the question still remains: Can 
we teach these postmodern issues? The plurality of postmodern pedagogies 
leaves writing teachers without a clear understanding about how postmodern 
concerns such as situatedness, antifoundationalism, and the indeterminacy of 
meaning may be employed in the classroom. 
Can We Teach Postmodernism? 
In "Antifoundationalism: Can Believers Teach?" Terry Rasmussen (1994) 
questions the possibility of a postmodern or antifoundationalist pedagogy. 
Calling herself an antifoundationalist "wanna be," Rasmussen tells us that 
While I am willing to acknowledge that our beliefs are just that, beliefs, 
and that objectivity is a futile attempt to purify or legitimize subjectivity, 
I'm weary of antifoimdationalists crying foul every time someone 
approaches anything that slightly resembles an attempt to establish a 
foxmdation or, for that matter, a promising persuasion. (157) 
Although Rasmussen expresses her desire to gain something from postmodern 
or antifoundationalist concepts to benefit her teaching, she ultimately concludes 
that postmodernism and antifoundationalism are not compatible with teaching 
writing. Echoing Bizzell, Rasmussen criticizes the antifoundationalist position 
for persuading teachers to withhold their opinions in the classroom, and she 
suggests that teachers openly acknowledge their beliefs: "I want to argue that 
teaching can be a worthwhile endeavor only if we acknowledge oxir authority as 
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teachers and accept the responsibilities that that authority entails, such as sharing 
our convictions without reservation and . . . occasionally censoring the beliefs of 
our students" (151)7 Unlike Bizzell, however, she admits that her desire to 
impose authority in the classroom may not be consistent with postmodernism or 
antifoimda'tionalism, and therefore, she refrains from calling herself an 
antifoundationalist. Instead, she calls herself a "wanna be" 
antifoundationalist—one who understands antifoundationalist issues but sees 
the contradiction in employing them in the classroom.® As a result, Rasmussen 
questions her ability (or even the possibility) of employing a postmodern or 
antifoimdationalist pedagogy in writing classes. " 
Rasmussen's careful critique suggests a paradox between postmodern 
issues and teaching postmodern issues. That is, given the "randomness" of 
postmodernism and its denial of structured, foundational knowledge, is it 
possible that any approach to writing pedagogy—including a postmodern one— 
could avoid foimdationalism? This question poses a kind of "paradox" of 
postmodernism that David Wallace (1996) explains: 
If we recognize that structural imderstandings of language and rhetoric are 
not objective and have no intrinsic basis in reality, then we must also 
recognize that any act of pedagogy that requires (or encourages) conformity 
to convention is ultimately a power move. , . Thus any pedagogical act 
must be seen as socially and culturally implicated because asking students 
to move in any direction—whether that be toward mastery of the 
conventions of standard written English or toward a critical awareness of 
'Rasmussen argues that those interested in teaching antifoTjndationalism must develop their ethos 
in order to acknowledge their authority (151). 
®I think the term "wanna be" accurately describes many teachers who want to employ 
postmodernism or antifoundationalism in the classroom but find that it is difficult, if not 
impossible, to do so. The "wanna be" idea illustrates to me the incompleteness of postmodern 
pedagogy—one carmot employ postmodernism or antifoundationalism completely in the writing 
classroom without forwarding their own (foiondational) teaching agenda. The "wanna be" 
condition illustrates to me the impossibility—the unrealized fulfillment—of teaching 
postmodernism or antifoimdationalism in the writing classroom. 
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the social and political consequences of acts of literacy—is to ask them to 
change not jiist what they know but who they are. (110-111) 
Wallace explairis that any pedagogy—even a postmodern one—adopts a stance 
and therefore carmot be corisidered, as Faigley (1992) maintains, random, chaotic, 
or ambiguous (3). Notice that Wallace describes this paradox in terms of 
power—that any pedagogical act is an act of power. Rasmussen acknowledges 
this paradox, too, in terms of teacher authority. By proclaiming herself a "wanna 
be," Rasmussen recognizes that she carmot reconcile her teacher authority with 
antifoimdationalist assumptions about knowledge. In attempt to make sense of 
this paradox, Wallace finally concludes that "the critical question, then, becomes 
how to implement pedagogy that aids teachers in understanding the 
implications of their decisioris for students and engages students in substantive 
critique of their own learning" (111). Wallace suggests, however, that this 
postmodern teaching agenda, like any other teaching agenda, "requires a leap of 
faith" (111). 
Faith is an interesting term to describe postmodern pedagogy, for faith is 
not groimded in rationality; rather, faith is groimded in hope and the possibility 
of belief. Wallace uses the term to mean that teachers must find a "starting 
point" for their teaching and have faith that those goals may be valuable in some 
way for students (111).' In contrast to this perspective, Stanley Fish argues that 
we carmot have faith in an antifoimdationalist pedagogy. Unlike the positions 
held by Berlin and Bizzell, Fish argues that we should not hope to gain anything 
'But the word "faith" coxald also be used to forward another ideological and foundational agenda, 
as is the case in Judson Curry's (1993) article titled "A Return to 'Converting the Natives,' or 
Antifoimdationalist Faith in the Composition Class." In this article. Curry forwards the dangerous 
cu'gument that teachers who believe in antifoundationalism have the duty to "convert" students 
into the antifoundationalist "faith." Likening antifoundationalism to a Baptist (not to mention 
foundational) faith. Curry suggests that antifoundationalism provides students the ability to 
deconstruct social, political, and cultural assxmiptions that surrovmd them (162). Ironically, Curry 
heis turned an antifoimdationalist project into a foundational one. 
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from the antifoimdationalist argxmierit. Iii fact, in "Anti-Foimdationalism, 
Theory Hope, and the Teaching of Composition," Fish (1989) argues the futility 
of teaching situatedness: 
To put the matter in a nutshell, the knowledge that one is in a situation 
has no particular payoff for any situation you happen to be in, because the 
constraints of that situation will not be realized by that knowledge. It 
follows, then, that teaching our students the lesson of anti-
foundationalism, while it will put them in possession of a new 
philosophical perspective, will not give them a tool for operating in a 
world they already inhabit. Being told that you are in a situation will help 
you neither to dwell in it more perfectly nor to write within it more 
successfully. (35) 
Although Fish admits to being a "card-carrying anti-foundationalist" (347), 
he maintains that the project to develop a postmodern or antifoundationalist 
pedagogy should be abandoned—not simply because the project would be 
difficult, but because it is impossible. Fish resists any attempt to fashion a so-
called anti-foundationalist pedagogy for three reasons: 1) anti-foimdationalism 
carmot be taught; 2) the key concept in anti-foimdationalism is situatedness; and 
3) we can do nothing with the knowledge that we are situated. I would like to 
review each of these claims, for I believe that Fish accurately presents 
postmodern issues—particularly about the indeterminacy of meaning and 
situatedness. 
First, Fish argues that anti-foundationalism does not give us new 
knowledge or a new set of discourse conventioris that we can employ to inform 
our teaching. Instead, when Fish states that antifoundationalism cannot be 
taught, he means, in part, that discourse conventions alone do not constitute an 
antifoundationalist pedagogy. The problem with this idea, says Fish, is that a 
reliance on discourse conventions attempts to find something solid, concrete. 
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and "correct" that we can teach as a foimdation for composition pedagogy. In 
short. Fish suggests that using discourse conventioris as the focus for writing 
pedagogy is the same as teaching cognitive strategies, or grammar, or modes of 
writing that may reduce writing instruction to a more obviovis foundationalist 
approach. In his writings. Fish desires to dismantle not only the potential for an 
antifoundationalist pedagogy, but the possibility for it. Fish argues that if anti-
foimdationalism does not possess a foimdation—if knowledge, in other words, 
refutes reduction to a traditional epistemology—then we cannot turn that 
knowing into a method: "As a searching critique of method, anti-
foimdationalism cannot itself be made the basis of a method without losing its 
anti-foxmdationalist character" (351). 
Fish's point that anti-fotmdationalism carmot be taught relates directly to 
his second point: antifotmdationalism only helps us to know that we are 
situated. That is, knowing means to understand that we are always situated. 
This point is central to Fish, and he returns to over and over again in "Anti-
Foimdationalism, Theory Hope, and the Teaching of Composition." For 
example, early in his essay, he tells us that anti-foundationalism "asserts [that 
questions of fact, truth, correctness, validity, and clarity] are intelligible and 
debatable orUy within the precincts of the contexts or situations or paradigms or 
commimities that give them their local and changeable shape" (344). Of course, 
these situations never remain stable; they always change. So, Fish's 
antifoimdationalism understands "situations" to be highly contingent and 
unstable (345). Later in the essay. Fish explains that situatedness does not "buy" 
us anything: 
Indeed, any claim in which the notion of situatedness is said to be a lever 
that allows us to get a piirchase on situations is finally a claim to have 
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escaped situatedness, and is therefore nothing more or less than a 
reinvention of fonndationalism by the very form of thought that has 
supposedly reduced it to ruins. (348-9) 
For Fish, situatedness is everything, for we know what we know only because we 
find ourselves in some particular situation at some particxilar historical 
moment. 
I have already pointed out pedagogies (excluding Ward) that, according to 
Fish, have made the mistake of trying to apply situatedness or 
antifoiandationalism in general to composition pedagogy (Barker and Kemp, 
Bizzell, Berlin). This "mistake" is also apparent in the areas of professional 
communication.^" For example, Susan Wells (1986) in "Jurgen Habermas, 
Communicative Competence, and the Teaching of Technical Discourse," 
suggests that the goal of technical writing pedagogy should be to help students 
enter into communicative action and to help them understand their 
situatedness, and she encourages students to leam how to adapt to new 
workplace situations in which they might find themselves. The way to adapt to 
these situatioris, she suggests, is "to work with the structures of technical 
discourse so that students can negotiate their demands but also be aware of the 
limited but real possibility of moving beyond them" (264). Wells bases this 
pedagogy on the idea that "the objective and universal form of discourse 
conceals an intersubjective relation, a relation directed toward understanding" 
(256). Wells suggests that what we know is governed by intersubjective, situated 
relations, and she advocates a pedagogy that helps students become aware of 
'"Technical commxinication as a field is not primarily focused on first-year composition but is still 
considered writing pedagogy. Technical cormnimication is a particulcurly finaitful area because it 
provides teachers the opportunity to explore situations other than the classroom, such as in 
apprenticeships or internship opportunities in which students might engage in client/consxiltant 
relationships instead of student/teacher relationships. 
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those situated relations. Wells' ideas are similar to Irene Ward's advocacy of a 
dialogic pedagogy where attention is focxised on the intersubjective 
communicative interaction between students. Like Ward, WeUs acknowledges 
the situatedness of interactions between students; for this reason. Wells' work 
more appropriately addresses postmodern issues such as situatedness and 
indeterminacy of meaning than other examples I have examined thus far. 
Another example of teaching situatedness is Thomas Miller's "Writing as 
Social Praxis." (1991). Miller suggests that we need to teach technical writing not 
as techne (or cognitive skills) but as praxis, which means that writers must 
xmderstand the situations and contexts that surroimd them: "We can foster such 
'practical wisdom' by developing a pedagogy that contributes to our students' 
ability to locate themselves and their professional communities in the larger 
public context" (68). To accomplish this goal. Miller recommends that we 
encourage students "to analyze both how shared assumptions are put into 
practice within organizations and disciplines and how these commimities 
themselves function in the larger public context" (69). Like Wells, Miller 
encoiarages students to focus on situations in which they find themselves. In 
each of these cases, I believe that Wells' and Miller's pedagogical goals 
incorporate more effectively postmodern issues than the previous examples I 
have examined. 
But in both cases. Fish would argue. Wells and Miller are wrong to want 
to teach situatedness, for we can do nothing with the knowledge that we are 
situated, which is Fish's third major claim in "Anti-foundationalism, Theory 
Hope, and the Teaching of Composition." Antifoimdationalism only helps us 
understand that we are situated—that our writing is situated. We can do 
nothing with this knowledge, and we certainly can't put it to use. In the 
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conclusion of "Anti-FoundationaHsm," Fish offers a kind of apology for this 
view: 
Perhaps I shoxild apologize for taking up so much of your time in return 
for so small a yield; but the smallness of the yield has been my point. It is 
also the point of anti-foimdationalism, which offers you nothing but the 
assurance that what it is unable to give you—knowledge, goals, purposes, 
strategies—is what you already have. (355) 
Finally, Fish argues that anti-fotindationalism does not give us a "lever" to 
escape situatedness, to rise above it, to employ it in pedagogy, or to do anything 
with it at all (348). An antifoundationalist approach, says Fish, is "always 
historicist" (321); it derues the premises of foundationalist theory. Anti-
foundationalism is not really a theory but is "an argximent against the possibility 
of theory" (322). Given Fish's argtiment, we must question whether or not we 
can ever hope (or have faith) in building a pedagogy out of such a theory. 
In another well-known essay, "Consequences," Fish (1989) calls faith in 
theories "Theory hope" (with a capital "T"), or the 
hope that our claims to knowledge can be 'justified on the basis of some 
objective method of assessing such claims' rather than on the basis of the 
individual beliefs that have been derived from the accidents of education 
and experience. (322) 
Fish uses the term "Theory hope" to explain our desire to have a system of rules 
that, when applied, produce a "correct" answer about questions we might have 
about writing tasks (317). In true postmodern fashion. Fish argues that Theory 
hope is empty becatise theories do not have the corisequences we expect them to 
possess, such as correct answers, or a "recipe with premeasured ingredients 
which. . . will produce, all by itself, the correct result" (343). Rather, he argues 
that theory only has consequences for our iiistitutional practices such as 
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employment and curricular design. The phrase Theory hope captures, then, the 
faith and hope that teachers sometimes seem to want in antifoundationalist and 
postmodernist pedagogies. According to Fish, however. Theory hope is a clear 
misunderstanding of postmodernism, especially when teachers imagine that 
antifoundationalism can be taught. We might relate Fish's claims to an even 
larger debate about whether or not writing can be taught. For example, the 
argument that antifoundationalism cannot be taught can be extended to the 
argument that writing cannot be taught, and I will discuss this issue at length in 
chapter two. 
As I have noted, past efforts to invent an "antifoundationalist or 
postmodern pedagogy have resulted in contradiction and confusion because 
central postmodern issues were ignored, appropriated to forward other 
pedagogies, or were imsuccessfully taught. I agree with Fish that we should give 
up the quest for a postmodern pedagogy—or at least the desire to teach 
postmodern issues such as situatedness and indeterminacy of meaning. 
Lack of Research on Postmodern Pedagogy 
Because of the confusion about the nature of postmodernism, it is not 
surprising, and almost inevitable, that we now have so little practical research in 
the area of postmodern pedagogy. This absence of research has been noted by 
David Smit (1995): "[there is] a remarkable lack of discussion about whether 
these methods of instruction actually produce good writers or good writing" (47). 
Although several efforts have been made to formulate a postmodern pedagogy, 
and I have mentioned several of them in this discussion, few if any of these 
efforts describe what Smit requests—studies that investigate whether 
postmodern "methods of iristruction actually produce good writers or good 
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writing." Scholars like Berlin, Bizzell, Barker and Kemp, and even Ward have 
described guidelines and goals for certain pedagogical approaches that employ 
antifoimdationalist and postmodernist concepts, but they have offered no actual 
descriptions of the approaches in practice—no stories, no studies, no evidence. 
This lack of research is the third problem with postmodern pedagogy that I 
outlined at the beginning of this chapter. Noting this lack, David Smit argues 
that "If [postmodernism] is to have any relevance to composition and rhetoric, it 
must offer some convincing suggestions about how we ought to teach writing, 
suggestions which seem to be organic or integral to the theory" (41). Smit 
explains that the absence of research investigating the practical applications of 
postmodern pedagogy—this gap between theory and practice—^weakens the 
possibility both for postmodern pedagogy and for postmodern theory in general. 
One explanation for the absence of research in what might be called 
"postmodern practice" is that postmodern pedagogy to date has attempted to 
teach postmodern issues rather than examine them. Postmodern pedagogy has 
attempted to teach issues such as indeterminacy of meaning and situatedness 
(Wells 1986; Miller 1991), or to teach a postmodern critique (Bizzell 1986, 1990; 
Berlin 1992; Curry 1993). Instead, following Fish, I want to suggest that issues 
associated with postmodernism can be examined through pedagogy. Certain 
pedagogical approaches may certainly allow us to examine issues such as 
indeterminacy of meaning and situatedness. For example, I indicated earlier that 
Ward's dialogic pedagogy incorporated postmodern issues such as indeterminacy 
of meaning and situatedness. I suggested that her proposed dialogic pedagogy 
gave life to these issues by demonstrating them rather than by teaching them. To 
some extent, Susan Wells and Thomas Miller incorporate a similar perspective 
when they point out the importance of intersubjective dialogues that help 
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students situate themselves in unfamiliar contexts. So, we can leam from these 
approaches how indeterminacy of meaning and situatedness are relevant to the 
act of writing, but we need to go further, I believe, to investigate the efficacy of 
these approaches and the ways in which these approaches actually contribute to 
the practice of writing. 
In an effort to investigate how postmodernism contributes to writing 
practice, we might begin by considering the nature of the writing act itself. In aU 
of the approaches I discussed here, we discover that interpretation plays a central 
role in the act of writing—as it does in the work of important postmodem 
theorists (such as Derrida, Davidson, Dasenbrock, Fish)—and I believe that by 
corisidering the role that interpretation plays in the act of writing, we can 
respond more carefully to postmodem issues such as the indeterminacy of 
meaning and situatedness. James, Berlin, for example, takes us at least part way 
down the road towards a "henneneutic" understanding of writing when he 
acknowledges the importance of interpretation in both the reception and 
production of discourse: 
In enacting the composing process, students are learning that all 
experience is situated within signifj^g practices, and that learning to 
understand personal and social experience involves acts of discourse 
production and interpretation, the two acting reciprocally in reading and 
writing codes. Students in the class come to see tiiat interpretation 
involves production as weU as reproduction, and is as constructive as 
composing itself. At the same time, they discover that the more one 
knows about a text—its author, place of publication, audience, historical 
context—the less indeterminate it becomes and the more confident the 
reader can be in interpreting and negotiating its intentions. (31) 
While Berlin encourages a political, social-epistemic rhetoric (31), his 
mention of interpretation is noteworthy because he makes a distinction between 
production and reception of discourse. Interpretation has always been a crucial 
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issue in discussions of the reception of discourse (reading and listening); rarely, 
however, do we associate interpretation with the production of discourse 
(speaking and writing). In fact, interpretation for the most part has been ignored 
in writing studies, although sometimes scholars allude to interpretation. For 
example, in their approaches to writing pedagogy. Ward, Wells, and Miller 
broach the issue of interpretation when they examine the subjective interactions 
that occur within the production of discourse. But, these scholars do not 
explicitly address the role that interpretation plays in the writing act. I believe 
that interpretation deserves further examination in writing studies, and I also 
believe that interpretation embodies the characteristics of indeterminacy and 
situatedness. 
When we consider the writing act as an interpretive act, we might also 
consider a more broad-based intellectual movement known in philosophical 
circles called "the interpretive turn," in which meaning is thought to be shaped 
by interpretation rather than by foundational standards or absolute truths. In the 
next chapter, I examine the interpretive turn and the influence of this 
hermeneutic movement on writing pedagogy. To conclude this chapter, 
however, I want to suggest that attempts to establish a postmodern pedagogy 
have failed. More often than not, these attempts at postmodern pedagogy have 
ignored postmodern issues such as indeterminacy of meaning and situatedness, 
replaced these issues with another pedagogical agenda, or attempted to teach 
these issues and, consequently, present a foimdationai approach to teaching 
writing. Iristead of attempting to create a postmodern pedagogy, which I believe 
is an impossible project, I propose that we examine situatedness and 
indeterminacy of meaning through the lens of interpretation in the act of 
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writing. If we want to explore the indeterminate natvire of the writing act, I 
suggest that we focus on interpretation. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
INTERPRETATION AND THE THIRD SPACE IN THE 
PRODUCTION OF DISCOURSE 
In chapter one, I suggested that interpretation has been largely ignored in 
research about the production of discourse. In this chapter, I expand this 
disctission of interpretation by exploring the relation of interpretation to the act 
of writing. Specifically, I argue that the production of discomse embodies 
interpretation and that, in turn, our interpretive acts constitute a kind of open-
ended communicative interaction. I attempt to demonstrate how interpretation 
affects communicative interaction through the concept of what I call the "third 
space." 
Although the cormection between interpretation and production of 
discourse has been discussed by some scholars (Berlin 1992; Kent 1993; Bizzell 
1986; Flower 1994), most of the influential work regarding the role that 
interpretation plays in communicative interaction has been carried out by 
literary theorists and philosophers interested in the reception—not the 
production—of discourse (Fish 1980; Davidson 1984; Dasenbrock 1993; Kent 1989). 
Consequently, in my discussion of interpretation, I address the conceptions of 
interpretation formulated by these reception theorists, especially those 
philosophers and theorists interested specifically in the characteristics of 
communicative interaction. In this discussion, I emphasize what Bohman, 
Hiley, and Shusterman (1991) call "hermeneutic universalism" and 
"hermeneutic contextualism," and I suggest that hermeneutic universalism 
most completely embraces interpretation as it relates to communicative 
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interaction. To develop this argument, I elaborate the following four claims in 
this chapter: 
(1) The "interpretive turn" stresses either hermeneutic imiversalism or 
hermeneutic contextualism. 
(2) Interpretation is treated centrally in disciissions about reception of discourse, 
and hermeneutic universalism dominates these discussions. 
(3) Most discussions of interpretation in the production of discourse do not 
address interpretation as a central issue, or if they do, they generally endorse 
hermeneutic contextualism. 
(4) The third space is a theoretical concept that endorses hermeneutic 
imiversalism and attempts to accoimt for interpretation in the act of writing 
through a focus on communicative interaction. 
I conclude this chapter by explaining the concept of the third space and how the 
concept helps us identify episodes of communicative interaction that 
demonstrate uncertainty, situatedness, and indeterminate meaning in the 
writing act. 
Hermeneutic Universalism and Hermeneutic Contextualism 
A relatively recent phHosophical movement that Bohman, Hiley, and 
Shusterman (1991) call the "interpretive turn" has iiifluenced several disciplines, 
and this "turn" endorses the claim that what we know is shaped by ovir 
interpretations. The interpretive turn described by Bohman, Hiley, and 
Shusterman follows previous philosophical movements such as the 
"epistemological turn" of the 18th century where knowledge was equated with 
rational thought, especially the kind of rational thought exemplified by the 
scientific method, and the "linguistic turn" early in this century where emphasis 
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was placed on the structxire of language and the meanings generated through 
language systems. According to Bohman, Hiley, and Shusterman, the 
interpretive turn breaks with these previous traditions by giving up the notion 
that the essence or the foimdations of knowledge and meaning can be 
discovered: 
. . . the views about the foundations of knowledge and the knowing 
subject that were the basis for the epistemological ttim have been called 
into question, and it has seemed to many philosophers that language and 
meaning cannot bear the kind of weight the linguistic turn required. 
(Bohman, Hiley, and Shusterman 1)^^ 
When we give up our search for the foundations of knowledge, and when we 
relinquish our attempts to reduce knowledge and meaning to foundational 
categories of linguistic or mental states, we encounter the interpretive turn—the 
acknowledgment that meaning is shaped by our interpretive acts. According to 
Bohman, Hiley, and Shusterman, our move toward interpretation can take one 
of two forms: either "hermeneutic universalism" or "hermeneutic 
contextualism" (7).12 Hermeneutic universalism holds that interpretation never 
stops—that communication itself constitutes an interpretive act. Hermeneutic 
contextualism holds that interpretation takes place within some context, 
community, or backgrotmd (7). In short, contextualism suggests that there are 
limits to interpretation, while universalism does not. 
These competing conceptior\s of interpretation characterize a reciirring 
debate within ctirrent hermeneutic theory, and clear examples of this debate are 
^^For a more detailed discussion of philosophical turns and their movement toward interpretation, 
see The Interpretive Turn: Philosophy. Science, and Culture. Eds. David R. Hiley, James F. 
Bohman, and Richard Shusterman. London: Cornell University Press, 1991. 
Rorty also makes this distinction between these two camps. He says that one camp maintains 
that interpretations never end, or that interpretations "go all the way down." The other camp says 
that interpretations stop at some point or are Limited to a context or social environment (70). 
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foimd in the writings of Thomas Kuhn and Richard Rorty. For example, in 
"Natural and Human Sciences," Thomas Kuhn (1991), a hermeneutic 
contextualist, notes that both the natiural and the human sciences rely on 
interpretation, but that human sciences rely on interpretation more completely: 
"The natural sciences, therefore, though they may require what I have called a 
hermeneutic base, are not themselves hermeneutic enterprises. The human 
sciences, on the other hand, often are, and they may have no alternative" (23). 
Kuhn endorses the idea that the natural sciences are more objective, and, finally, 
more "truthful" than the human sciences because the natural sciences "are not 
themselves hermeneutic enterprises" (23). 
On the other hand, Richard Rorty, a hermeneutic imiversalist, argues that 
interpretation goes "all the way down": "My fantasy is of a culture so deeply 
anti-essentialist that it makes only a sociological distinction between sociologists 
and physicists, not a methodological or philosophical one" (71). In "Inquiry as 
Recontextualization," Rorty (1991) asserts that our minds are "webs of beliefs and 
desires, of sentential attitudes—webs that continually reweave thenriselves so as 
to accommodate new sentential attitudes" (59). For Rorty, both the human 
sciences and the natural sciences are thoroughly hermeneutic enterprises, and he 
argues that what we know or could ever know about the world derives from the 
webs of beliefs and desires that we continually reweave or "recontextualize": 
As one moves along the spectrum from habit to inqxiiry—from instinctive 
revision of intentions through routine calculation toward revolutionary 
science or politics—the number of beliefs added to or subtracted from the 
web increases. At a certain point in this process it becomes useful to speak 
of "recontextualization." The more widespread the changes, the more use 
we have for the notion of "a new context." This new context can be a new 
explanatory theory, a new comparison class, a new descriptive vocabulary, 
a new private or political piirpose, the latest book one has read, the last 
person one talked to; the possibilities are endless. (61) 
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According to Rorty, interpretation—what he calls "reinterpretation" and 
"recontextualization"—never ceases, for every interpretation is based on a 
previous interpretation.^^ The different views about the power of interpretation 
held by Rorty and Kuhn exemplify the current debate concerning henneneutic 
xmiversalism and henneneutic contextualization that we encoimter in studies of 
both the reception and the production of discourse. 
Interpretation and the Reception of Discourse 
Hermeneutic universalism and hermeneutic contextualism have been 
especially important in current literary theory. Perhaps the most obvious 
example of hermeneutic contextualism in recent literary theory occurs in the 
approach to interpretation advocated by certain reader-response critics such as 
Stanley Fish. According to Fish (1980), because meaning is located in the reader 
rather than in the text, interpretation is inescapable: "The moral is clear: the 
choice is never between objectivity and interpretation but between an 
interpretation that is unacknowledged as such and an interpretation that is at 
least aware of itself' (324).!'* However, while Fish acknowledges the central role 
is for this reason that interpretation cannot be called a theory; interpretation is on-going and 
always situated; it is not goal-oriented. 
course, henneneutic universalism shows up in other approaches to the interpretation of 
literary texts such as deconstruction theory. In "Structure, Sign, euid Play in the Discourse of the 
Human Sciences," for example, Jacques Denida (1978) makes a similar observation about the 
imiversalism of interpretation (see pages 121-122). Derrida's conception of "differance" (the idea 
that meaning is deferred and resists classification), which restdts from his deconstruction of the 
metaphysics of presence, suggests that meaning is not fovmd in structures, or even the presence of the 
text. Rather, differance encovirages us to look at the absence of presence (See Kearny and Rainwater 
438). Differance aside, however, Derrida's project to deconstruct foundational assumptions about 
knowledge may have influenced the anti-formalist perspective in reader reception theories. And, 
more to the point, while Derrida's focus is not specifically on reader reception in the passage above, 
Derrida makes the same observation as Fish—that interpretation can never be left out of the 
process of meaning making. Both Fish and Derrida recognize the inescapability of interpretation. 
38 
of interpretation, he also asserts that interpretation takes place within the context 
of a specific community. Fish explairis in "Interpreting the Variorum," for 
example, that interpretive commvinities give shape to strategies of reader 
reception (326): 
Interpretive commimities are made up of those who share interpretive 
strategies not for reading (in the conventional sense) but for writing texts, 
for constituting their properties and assigning their intentions. In other 
words, these strategies exist prior to the act of reading and therefore 
determine the shape of what is read rather than, as is usually assumed, the 
other way around. If it is an article of faith in a particular commimity that 
there are a variety of texts, its members wiU boast a repertoire of strategies 
for making them. And if a community believes in the existence of only 
one text, then the single strategy its members employ will be forever 
writing it. (327) 
While Fish's notion of interpretive communities counters the dominant 
formalist perspective within reader-response theory and criticism (see also Iser 
1972; Hirsh 1976), Fish's version of reception theory and his endorsement of 
hermeneutic contextualism has not gone imchallenged by hermeneutic 
universalists. 
According to hermeneutic universalists, a significant problem with 
hermeneutic contextualism is relativism. Donald Davidson, for example, argues 
that hermeneutic contextualists are "conceptual relativists." In "The Myth of the 
Subjective," he explains what he means by "conceptual relativism" and why he 
rejects it: 
If by conceptual relativism we mean the idea that conceptual schemes and 
moral systems, or the languages associated with them, can differ 
massively—to the extent of being mutually unintelligible or 
incommensurable, or forever beyond rational resolve—then I reject 
conceptual relativism. . . . The meaninglessness of the idea of a conceptual 
scheme forever beyond our grasp is due not to our inability to understand 
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such a scheme or to oixr other human limitations; it is due simply to what 
we mean by a system of concepts. (160) 
Davidson asserts that for hermeneutic contextualists, knowledge is relative to 
the communities or paradigms or conceptual schemes in which we find 
ourselves so that our beliefs and our truths become relative to those 
communities, paradigms, or conceptual schemes. Although individual 
commvmities allow for various interpretations, Davidson points out that 
hermeneutic contextualism ultimately presents us with a paradox (ITI 184; 
Dasenbrock 23). Davidson explains that to distinguish between commimities, 
one must know one's own community, but also know in what ways one's 
commimity is different from others. Kent (1993) applies Davidson's position to 
Fish's hermeneutic contextualism: 
All we can ever know is the conceptual framework that holds together the 
community in which we happen to exist, a conceptual framework that 
separates us from others and from the world. To hold such a Cartesian 
position means that Fish possesses no convincing response to the skeptic 
or to those who charge him with relativism. (40-41)15 
As I have noted, by endorsing the idea of interpretive communities. Fish holds 
that knowledge is relative to a context of some sort—in Fish's case, a 
"commimity" of interpreters—and context shapes and determines what we can 
know about the world. Davidson rejects this idea because it posits a split between 
self and others, and mind and body that leads directly to conceptual relativism. 
l^The problems of skepticism and relativism are common problems with interpretation that 
Bohman, Hiley, and Shusterman (1991) point out in their introduction to The Interpretive Turn. 
Skepticism raises the question "what makes an interpretation correct or better than another 
interpretation?" (2) while relativism raises the question "If interpretations are fallible and 
circular and if there is nothing to appeal to that is not an interpretation, is the interpretive turn 
relativistic and ethnocentric?" (2). These problems are recurrent topics of debate and discussion 
within the interpretive perspective. 
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For Davidson, contextualists such as Fish are not nearly hermeneutic enough; 
for Davidson and other universal hermeneuticists, relativism may be avoided 
only by admitting that interpretation goes all the way down. 
Reed Way Dasenbrock (1993) also criticizes Fish for reducing interpretation 
to conceptual schemes, and he terms Fish's position the "hermeneutics of 
identity": 
What is wrong with Fish's "interpretive conunimity" model of 
interpretation, the notion that readers write texts, is, finally, that it is a 
hermeneutics of identity. The model of interpretive communities 
assumes, becatise we can understand only on our own terms that the text 
cannot be understood and at the same time be understood to be different 
from us. (32) 
As an alternative to interpretive commimities, Dasenbrock offers Davidson's 
(universal) interpretive perspective. Davidson's ideas of radical interpretation 
(25-26) and principle of charity, according to Dasenbrock, provide a way for 
negotiating meaning rather than understanding meaning to be the product of a 
consensual community. Davidson's conception of interpretation develops a 
middle groimd—a place where meaning can be negotiated. Dasenbrock suggests: 
"We do adjust, we do change, in order to interpret anomalous utterances, in 
ways that the theory of the interpretive commimity writing the text it reads does 
not quite make sense of (27). Davidson explains in an interview with Kent 
(1993) what he means by radical interpretation and the principle of charity: 
Radical interpretation is a way of studying interpretation by purifying the 
situation in an artificial way. Imagine trying to imderstand somebody else 
when you have no head start: there is no translator aroimd; there's no 
dictionary available; you have to work it out from scratch. It would beg 
the question, in trying to study the nature of interpretation, to assume that 
you know in advance what a person's intentions, beliefs, and desires are. I 
hold that you never could get a detailed picture of any of those things 
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unless you could communicate with the person first. There is no master 
key or framework theory that you can have prior to a commimicative 
interaction or situation. You've got to work your way into the whole 
system at the same time. (6) 
In other words, radical interpretation assumes that meaning derives from 
communicative interaction because we cannot know in advance the mental 
states of others before we engage in commimicative interaction with them. The 
principle of charity goes hand-in-hand with radical interpretation. "Charity" 
means that in order to communicate we must assiime that the utterances of 
others hold together in some way (7). Davidson explains: 
The word charity is a misnomer because it's not a matter of being kind to 
people; it's the condition for understanding them at all. Thus, charity has 
two features: one is that you can't understand people if you don't see 
them as sharing a world with you; the other is that you can't imderstand 
people if you don't see them as logical in the way that you are—up to a 
point, of course. (7) 
Stated a bit differently, Simon Evnine (1991) explains that the principle of charity 
and radical interpretation concern the general agreement between two speakers: 
The assumption [regarding interpretation] that Davidson is requiring us to 
make, therefore, is that we take others (the interpretees) to find obvious 
what we (the interpreters) find obvious.... This means that in radical 
interpretation we must assume that the objects of interpretation, by and 
large, believe what we think is true. (103) 
These concepts are useful counterpoints to Fish's idea of interpretive 
commimities. To say that imderstanding may not ever be completely shared (as 
in conserisus), but that imderstanding is mostly shared, allows for disagreements 
and misinterpretations that occur in the process of communicative interaction. 
Dasenbrock (1993) explains in "Do We Write the Text that We Read" that this 
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room for clarification is necessary: . . because beliefs and meanings differ (not 
totally, but appreciably), interpreters find that their assumption of shared 
agreement on belief and meaning needs modification in places" (26). 
Consequently, Dasenbrock and Kent—^both of whom follow Davidson's lead— 
argue that Fish and other hermeneutic contextualists do not go far enough when 
they claim that interpretation shapes the reception of discourse.^^ For 
hermeneutic imiversalists such as Dasenbrock, Kent, and Davidson, 
interpretation is not context-boimd; it goes all the way down. In the following 
sections, I attempt to draw out some of the implications of this hermeneutic 
imiversalism for the production of discourse. 
Interpretation and the Production of Discourse 
Although different conceptions of interpretation have directly influenced 
studies dealing with the reception of discourse, studies of the production of 
discourse have not examined interpretation in quite the same way. For example, 
Berlin (1992) explicitly mentions interpretation, but not in terms of the 
vmiversalist/contextualist debate. Instead, Berlin alludes to interpretation as 
practice in both composing and reading: 
In enacting the composing process, students are learning that all 
experience is situated within signifying practices, and that learning to 
imderstand personal and social experience involves acts of discourse 
production and interpretation, the two acting reciprocally in reading and 
writing codes. Students in the class come to see that interpretation 
involves production as well as reproduction, and is as constructive as 
composing itself. (31) 
^^tanley Fish has since argued for the hermeneutic universalist position. See "Anti-
Fotrndationalism, Theory Hope, and the Teaching of Composition." 
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In addition, accounts of interpretation in rhetoric and composition studies are 
generally underdeveloped. Although interpretation may be addressed, most 
studies do not treat interpretation as a central issue (see Wells 1986; Miller 1991; 
Ward 1994; Bizzell 1986).For example, in "Beyond Anti-Foundationalism," 
Patricia Bizzell (1986) alludes to the importance of interpretation by suggesting 
that the idea of a community may no longer be stable (much like the 
hermeneutic universalist argument in the reception of discourse); however, she 
does not explicitly mention interpretation-^^ Instead, BizzeU describes the 
breakdown of community in terms of a shift between discourse community and 
persuasive language: 
I am coming to suspect, however, that the academic discourse community 
is not such a stable entity. . . I now think the academic discourse 
community is more imstable than this—more fraught with contradiction, 
more polyvocal—and that this instability is a sign of its health, its ability to 
adapt to changing historical conditions. (258) 
In "Beyond Anti-Foundationalism" Bizzell (1990) further asserts that a rhetorical 
turn, rather than an interpretive turn, is occurring in composition and rhetoric: 
If all knowledge is nonfoimdational, made by people, then the discourse 
used to frame and promulgate knowledge takes on new importance. 
Persuasive language is no longer the servant of truth, making it possible 
for people to understand so that they can believe. Rather, persuasive 
language creates truth by inducing belief; "truth" results when rhetoric is 
successful. (261) 
Although Bizzell labels this view of language a "rhetorical tiim," the notion 
sounds similar to a hermeneutic universalist perspective because she tends to 
l^Ward's dialogic pedagogy, for example, does not explicitly focus on interpretation, but rather the 
exchange of dialogue. 
iSwhile Bizzell seems to describe a shift toward hermeneutic universalism (toward communicative 
interaction), she does not couch her argument in terms of interpretation. 
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endorse the idea that meaning is created through language-in-use 
(communicative interaction) rather than through foimdational structures. In 
addition, she emphasizes the ways in which discoxirse is produced—rather than 
received: "the discourse used to frame and promulgate knowledge takes on new 
importance" (261). Rather than groimding knowledge in discourse 
commuiuties, Bizzell concludes that knowledge is shaped by language-in-use. 
Nevertheless, Bizzell does not express this shift in terms of interpretation. 
Recently, however, some scholars (Flower 1994; Kent 1992) have begun to 
address directly the importance of interpretation in the area of discourse 
production, but few of these more developed discussions of interpretation fully 
embrace the vmiversalist perspective described by Davidson. For example, in The 
Construction of Negotiated Meaning: A Social Cognitive Theory of Writing. 
Linda Flower (1994) critiques the idea that meaiiing is made within 
commimicative interactions. Employing "conversation" as a kind of 
commtmicative interaction. Flower argues that conversation is agentless and 
that individuals—rather than conversations—create meaning (65). Flower 
suggests that individuals create meaning through the act of negotiation rather 
than through the act of conversation (66). 
Because we are individual minds operating on social experience, at some 
level of analysis and in some sense of the word, all meaning is negotiated 
or shaped in a dialogue with our world. But. . . we need to distinguish 
these moments of negotiated construction and the meanings that emerge 
from it from the broader category of what we might call socially shaped 
meaning and the many ways it is produced. (56) 
Flower also suggests that meaning can be internalized. For example. Flower 
points out that conversational analyses of teacher-student interactions do not 
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entirely depict the meanings that each individual internalizes (63). Flower 
believes that there is an internal, cognitive process occurring in negotiation: 
In these images of negotiation, individuals (and groups) come to the table 
as independent knowers, ready to talk. I wish to add to this picture by 
arguing that negotiation is also an internal process by which writers 
construct (rather than merely defend) personal, but socially situated 
meanings. (66) 
She explains that this negotiation involves interpretation of multidimensional 
meanings: 
A multidimensional meaning of the sort we are talking about is often 
envisioned as a network. It does not exist as statements or as a list of 
lingxiistic propositions, but as a great number of more elementary 
attitudes, ideas, or perceptior\s that are intricately linked to one another in 
a network that permits us to entertain multiple ways of knowing. The 
local elements of knowledge that stand as "nodes" of this network may be 
words or they may be images, sovmds, emotions, or ideas. They may be 
linked by verbal, spatial, affective, or visceral relations... It is to this web 
of meaning—of activated knowledge and its dynamic patterns of 
interconnection going well beyond the prepositional structure of a text— 
that we want our theory of how writers coristruct meaning to be 
accountable. (39) 
Flower's use of the web metaphor reminds us of Rorty's "web of beliefs." As I 
pointed out earlier, Rorty claims that beliefs cannot escape situatedness—they are 
always related to other beliefs. However, rather than using the idea of a web to 
demonstrate that interpretation goes "all the way down/' Flower uses the web 
metaphor to locate "patterns of interconnection. " She is interested in describing 
a cognitive process in which interpretation occurs, and she is very clear about 
this intent (42). Because Flower wishes to codify and ground interpretation in a 
social cognitive theory, she eschews hermeneutic imiversalism. 
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Interestingly, Flower supplements her conception of negotiation by 
endorsing what she terms an "anti-essentialist" version of interpretation in her 
description of "provisional resolution" (68). Provisional resolution, as Flower 
describes it, is a temporary form of constructed meaning-making that responds to 
"multiple voices or kinds of knowledge that would shape action" (67). The 
constructed meaning that occurs through negotiation "is not necessarily stable or 
even coherent with other resolutions that may occur across the span of a text. 
Resolutions may harbor unresolved conflict and ambiguity. Voices suppressed 
at one point may emerge at another" (68). On the surface, this passage seems to 
correspond to the hermeneutic imiversalism advocated by Davidson, and Flower 
acknowledges this quality of her work: 
I will argue that it is possible to take an anti-essentialist stance to meaning 
making—to recogriize fragmentation and contradiction within our own 
positions as individuals—^but to still envision a constructive act that is 
more than the brush of discourses passing in the night. (41) 
While the idea of provisional resolution seems to endorse hermeneutic 
universalism, this passage, I think, actually demonstrates Flower's full resistance 
to a universally hermeneutic perspective. She acknowledges the role of 
interpretation in the production of discourse—in this case in terms of 
negotiation—but she is not willing to assert that interpretation has no 
fovmdation. Instead, she provides this foimdation in terms of individual agency. 
By understanding negotiation as an individual, internalized act. Flower denies 
the Davidsonian idea that meaning is created through communicative 
interaction with others. Because Flower limits interpretation to the context of 
intersubjective negotiation, her conception of interpretation therefore should be 
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seen as endorsing hermeneutic contextualism rather than henneneutic 
universalism. 
In place of the contextual conversational model that Flower recommends, 
I believe that we might more profitably understand commxmicative interaction 
from the Davidsonian perspective of "language-in-use." Davidson (1984) 
explains in "A Nice Derangement of Epitaphs" that language-in-use does not rely 
on some sort of foundational structure (like Chomsky's deep structure) or even 
conventions of language. Rather, Davidson's description of language-in-use has 
radical implicatioris for the idea that language is contextually or "convention" 
bound: 
There is no such thing as a language, not if a language is anything like 
what many philosophers and lingxiists have supposed. There is therefore 
no such thing to be learned, mastered, or bom with. We must give up the 
idea of a clearly defined shared structure which language-users acquire and 
then apply to cases. And we should try again to say how convention in 
any important sense is involved in language; or, as I think, we should 
give up the attempt to illimiinate how we commvuiicate by appeal to 
conventions. (446) 
The idea that mearting is a product of commxmicative interaction rather than of 
a language structure illustrates, I think, the indeterminacy of meaning that is 
associated with the hermeneutic universalist perspective. Davidson's version of 
communicative interaction suggests that meaning is not relative to a 
commimity or to discourse conventions but is a product of language-in-use, and 
language-in-use, as Dasenbrock (1993) explains, is always public and accessible to 
other language users: 
Networks of meaning, thus, are both irmer and outer, including ourselves 
and others in a web. It is not that we have something unique to say 
stemming from our personal experience before we negotiate the public 
structures of meaning, but what we have to say forms as a response to that 
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public structure, to what has come before us and what is being said and 
done around ;is. (29) 
Unlike Flower who minimizes the idea of communicative interaction by-
equating it with conversation, Davidson argues that "We must give up the idea 
of a clearly defined shared structure which language-users acqtiire and then apply-
to cases." By reducing the idea of communicative interaction to conversation. 
Flower stresses individual agency over intersubjectivity, and she does not share 
with Davidson the conviction that individualit}'^ derives from the 
intersubjectivity that results from communicative interaction with others. As 
Dasenbrock (1993) relates the point in "The Myths of the Subjective and of the 
Subject of Composition Studies": "To theorize what we share with others as 
taking away our individuality makes no sense, for our individuality only comes 
about as a reaction to those others" (29). 
In contrast with Flower's social cognitivism and her hermeneutic 
contextualism, Thomas Kent focuses on communicative interaction as an 
interpretive act. Through this focus, Kent openly acknowledges his externalist 
stance, which directly contrasts with Flower's intemalism. Kent (1992) describes 
the difference between the two in "Extemalism and the Production of 
Discourse": 
The internalist imagines that a conceptual scheme or internal realm of 
mental states—^beliefs, desires, intentions, and so forth—exists anterior to 
an external realm of objects and events. In relation to meaning and 
language, the internalist thinks that we have ideas in our heads, a kind of 
private language, and then we find a public shared language to help us 
commtmicate these ideas. (57) 
Kent opposes intemalism because of its inherent dualism, and he explains that 
"this Cartesian valorization of mind leads directly to the construction of one 
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epistemological system after another in an attempt to explain our linguistic 
ability in terms of a totalizing model" (62). Instead, Kent advocates a version of 
extemalism in which language-in-use, or commimicative interaction, plays a 
major role: 
Broadly speaking, the externalist takes the position that no split exists 
between an inner and outer world and claims that ovir sense of an inner 
world actually derives from our rapport with other language users, people 
we interpret during the give and take of commimicative interaction. (62) 
Language-in-use, then, becomes crucial to the externalist position, for it is the 
cormection between language users and the world. 
Kent's perspective of language-in-use also corresponds to Davidson's idea 
of "triangulation,"^^ which Davidson understands as the cormection between 
language users and the world. About triangulation, Davidson (1993) tells us that 
. . . the basic idea is that our concept of objectivity—our idea that our 
thoughts may or may not correspond to the truth—is an idea that we 
would not have if it weren't for interpersonal relations. In other words, 
the source of objectivity is intersubjectivity: the triangle consists of two 
people and the world. ("Language Philosophy, Writing, and Reading: A 
Conversation with Donald Davidson," Kent 8) 
Triangulation is a key concept for explaining how meanings are located within 
our communicative interactions with others. In short, triangulation suggests 
that we can't know things without knowing others. In "On the Very Idea of a 
Discourse Community," Kent (1991) uses Davidson's idea of triangulation and 
communicative interaction to distinguish the externalist perspective from the 
internalist perspective: 
^^The term "triangulation" that Davidson uses is not to be confused with the term "triangulation" 
that denotes queditative research methodology in which data are compiled from more three or 
more perspectives to establish a more verifiable analysis. 
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. . . internal mental states derive from communicative interaction; 
commimicative interaction does not derive from our internal mental 
states. For externalists like Davidson, communicative interaction—which 
allows concepts, beliefs, and knowledge to come into being—depends on 
our ability to interpret the language of others and others' abilities to 
interpret our language, for without interpretation—the ability to get close 
enough to an understanding that will satisfy both our intentions and 
beliefs and someone else's—there can be no commimication, no mental 
states, no thought, no beliefs, and no truth. Interpretation, then, takes 
center stage. (432) 
According to Kent, communication can only be accomplished through 
interpretation, and interpretation requires triangulation. In other words, Kent 
tells us that our ability to interpret derives from the inter subjective triangular 
relationship that exists among us, other language users, and the world. 
Kent's explicit concern with cormnimicative interaction and 
interpretation figures into his accoxmt of the production of discoxirse. Kent 
argues that the production of discourse cannot be reduced to a codifiable system 
or set of rules that may be employed to teach students "how to write." (See 
"Paralogic Hermeneutics and the Possibilities of Rhetoric" 25; Paralogic Rhetoric 
1993). Instead, Kent promotes the argiunent that the act of writing relies on the 
commimicative interaction that takes place during the writing act. He explains 
that this commimicative interaction carmot be codified or systematized in any 
important way. In "Paralogic Hermeneutics and the Possibilities of Rhetoric" he 
writes: 
What holds for the producer of discourse also holds for the receiver and 
for the same reasons. The most fundamental activity of discourse 
analysis—the account of the effects of discourse—corresponds precisely to 
the hermeneutic act required in discourse production. Like discourse 
production, discourse analysis requires us to interpret an-other's code and 
then integrate it into otir own, and this hermeneutic act cannot be codified 
or described exactly. (27) 
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Kent emphasizes here issues dealing with indeterminacy of meaning and 
situatedness. He suggests that no system—no codifiable structtire—can accotmt 
in advance for communicative interaction, and he argues that interpretation 
never ceases. In contrast to Flower's contextualist theory of negotiation, Kent 
holds a imiversal hermeneutic perspective, and through his endorsement of 
triangulation and his rejection of dualism, he follows Davidson's and Rorty's 
motto that interpretation "goes all the way down." I believe that the universal 
hermeneutic perspective advocated by theorists such as Kent, Dasenbrock, 
Davidson, and Rorty provides the most efficacious means for examining 
postmodern issues such as the indeterminacy of meaning and situatedness— 
issues, as I pointed out in chapter one, that have not been adequately addressed 
in writing studies. In the remainder of this chapter and in the chapters to follow, 
I discuss the implications of this universal hermeneutic perspective by 
explaining what I mean by the "third space." 
The Third Space 
The concept of a "third space" endorses hermeneutic imiversalism and 
helps show how interpretation operates in the act of writing.20 The third space 
also helps to reveal the indeterminate natxire of the writing act by focusing on 
episodes^i within communicative interaction that illustrate uncertainty, doubt, 
or confusion about writing.22 These episodes of communicative interaction 
about writing often occur in activities such as peer review, classroom discussion, 
20The third space, in its conception here, is exploratory only; future studies may more concretely 
investigate ways in which the third space can be applied and analyzed. 
^ipor a more detailed definition of "episode," see Goldstein, Lynn M., and Susan M. Conrad. 
"Student Input and Negotiation of Meaning in ESL Writing Conferences." TESOL Quarterly 24 
(3): 1990. 443-460. 
22As analyses in later chapters show, communicative interaction also reveals uncertainty, doubt, 
and confu^on about content of documents. 
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or one-to-one conferences about writing. These episodes of uncertainty often 
demonstrate a mismatch of interpretation between the speakers involved in 
communicative interaction about a particular topic they are discussing. These 
mismatches of interpretation, captured in the third space, can then be examined 
further by looking at utterances within the episodes themselves. As I explain in 
the next section, these utterances, called "passing theories" by Donald Davidson, 
may represent moments of uncertainty within communicative interaction about 
the writing act, and they can be expressed through guesses, questions, doubts, or 
imcertainties in communicative interaction. 
By examining mismatches of interpretation within commimicative 
interaction and the indeterminacy that arises, I suggest that we may leam more 
about the indeterminate nature of the writing act than our current writing 
pedagogy allows. For example, through examining interpretations expressed in 
dialogue, we may leam about student interpretations of the writing act rather 
than about instructor interpretations of the writing act. In addition, we may 
leam how xmcertainties within commimicative interaction about writing— 
fostered through activities such as peer review and one-to-one conferences— 
influence student written work. 
The term "third space" that I am employing here has been used elsewhere; 
it is not original to this dissertation. Another use of the term "third space" is 
foimd in a paper about ctiltural knowledge called "Language as Social Practice" 
written by BCris Gutierez, Joaime Larson and Lynda Stone (1995). In this study 
about culture and Literacy, these authors describe how interactions between 
students and teachers can form a "curriculvim for a linguistically and ctdturally 
diverse commimity" (1). They call discussions between students and teachers 
"commimities of effective practice" (11), and in these commimities occur the 
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exchange of three scripts: teacher's script, student's script, and "third space" in 
which cultural differences are negotiated. According to these authors, the third 
space is crucial to cidtural literacy, for it represents participation between 
students and teachers that is essential to negotiating cultural differences. 
Fiirthermore, the third space demonstrates the participatory, co-constructed, and 
bi-directional nature of cominxmities of practice. Gutierez, Larson, and Stone 
argue that intersubjectivity occtirs in the third space in an open exchange to 
explore critical forms of literacy (12). In addition, they suggest that the third space 
accommodates a variety of dialogue structures used to maintain communities of 
practice: "participation structures are flexible, such that access to mxiltiple roles 
and ways of participating are provided for both experts and novices" (11-12). 
My use of the third space concept expands on Gutierez, Larson, and 
Stone's original conception. I agree that the third space can illustrate 
participatory, co-constructed dialogues; however, I am interested in looking at 
how the third space can demoristrate indeterminacy of meaning in the writing 
act rather than how the third space can demonstrate a negotiation of cioltural 
differences. Therefore, in my analyses (to foUow in chapters four and six), I 
examine dialogue excerpts that illustrate uncertainties about writing. This 
analysis based on the concept of the third space expands the original use of the 
third space by Gutierez, Larson, and Stone. 
My use of the term "third space" also differs from Gutierez, Larson, and 
Stone because I adopt the hermeneutic imiversalist perspective in my 
application of the third space concept. This adoption has certain coiisequences 
for the concept of the third space. For example, my use of the third space does 
not rely on the idea of a commimity. As I have already discussed in this chapter, 
hermeneutic imiversalism (interpretation "all the way down") does not endorse 
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the idea of a convention-boxind community of language users because the term 
"commxmity" suggests that interpretation can be restrained—and, indeed, 
limited. In contrast, Gutierez, Larson, and Stone groimd the third space around 
what they call "communities of practice." Although their notion of community 
is rather flexible (more flexible, than, say Fish's interpretive commimities), the 
concept of the third space that I advocate carefully avoids the idea of an 
interpretive community. Instead, and in accordance with the hermeneutic 
vmiversalist perspective, my use of the third space advocates interpretation that 
goes "all the way down." In this way, interpretation is not limited to commimity 
but rather is always contextualized and recontextualized. 
In order to explain the concept of the third space more fully, I would like 
to focus on two aspects that are crucial to the concept. These concepts are (1) its 
focus on commimicative interaction in the writing act and (2) the role of 
"passing" and "prior" theories in identifying indeterminacy in commimicative 
interaction. 
Communicative Interaction 
In keeping with the hermeneutic universalist approach, the concept of the 
third space explores the idea that writing is not groimded in a systematic process 
but rather in the commimicative interaction that occurs during the act of 
writing. Consequently, to examine indeterminacy in the writing act, the third 
space focuses on communicative interaction within the writing act. Although 
the term "commimicative interaction" is employed by Davidson (1984) to refer 
primarily to oral commimication, Kent (1992) argues that commimicative 
interaction can also refer to written communication as well. In "The Production 
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of Discourse," Kent describes written communicative interaction in terms of a 
"hermeneutic dance": 
When we produce discourse, we engage in a kind of hermeneutic dance 
with other interpreters, and no grammar or theory of cognition can 
choreograph this dance in any meaningful way. On the other hand, the 
marks we make and the noises we utter may be choreographed, 
systematized, and taught, but these marks and noises should not be 
confused with communicative interaction. . . Writing is conamunicative 
interaction, and until machines acquire the ability to get together socially 
and to construct cultural monuments—buildings, books, religioris, 
political systems, and so forth—they can produce no public evidence of 
commimicative interaction. . . Generating systematic marks and noises 
does not warrant communicative interaction. (69) 
Kent's point here is an important one. He argues that the act of writing 
corresponds to indeterminate communicative interactions, not to a codifiable, 
foundational writing process. Stated a bit differently, Kent locates the writing act 
in communicative interaction—the hermeneutic dance—that occurs while 
writing. This point is central to the concept of the third space. If the act of 
writing is not represented by a foundational process, but rather by the 
communicative interaction that occurs during the writing act, then 
communicative interaction becomes integral to the writing act. To imderstand 
the writing act better, it then makes sense that we shotdd attempt to observe and 
to describe the communicative interaction that occurs during the act of writing. 
As I mentioned already, good sites for examining communicative 
interaction in the act of writing include classroom discussions, peer review 
sessioris, and one-to-one coriferences about writing. (These t5rpes of 
commiinicative interaction are described in more detail in chapters four and six, 
where my analyses address class discussions and one-to-one conferences.) I 
should stress that my emphasis on dialogic interactions in the classroom is not 
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new. Of course, much research has been done that examines discussions about 
writing (i.e., student-teacher conferences; see Sperling 1991; Harris 1986), but 
much of this research uses the method of conversational analysis. For example, 
in "Analyzing Talk about Writing," Peter Morter\sen (1992) suggests that 
conversational analysis is a primary methodological frame for examining one-to-
one interactions about student writing (106). Indeed, many studies of one-to-one 
interactions about student writing have employed conversational analysis (see 
Freedman and Katz 1987; Sperling 1991). Conversational analysts examine one-
to-one interactions about writing for any number of characteristics that occur in 
conversation such as length of conversational turns, number of conversational 
turns, type of comments, content of comments, mode of turns (declarative, 
interrogative, imperative), pauses, overlaps, or other conversational features.^^ 
In contrast, however, commimicative interaction does not quantify or code 
conversational features, or even simple conversation. Instead, the term 
"commimicative interaction" as Davidson and Kent describe it involves 
interpretation and the indeterminacy of meaning that occurs in conversations. I 
would like to suggest that the third space helps tis to describe this interpretation 
and indeterminacy in the act of writing. To describe the analytical tool that the 
third space can provide and the ways in which it differs from traditional 
conversational analysis, I need to also discuss the ideas of "prior" and "passing 
theories," which are central to the idea of the third space. 
^^Mortensen suggests, however, that or\e problem with conversational analysis is determining what 
a "normal" conversational turn is in the writing classroom (109)—that is, does the composition 
teacher define "normal" dialogue or do the students' utterances define "normal" dialogue? 
Mortensen describes a second weakness of conversational analysis, which is that a description of 
conversational features may not provide substantive information about one-to-one interactions, such 
as how content is interpreted or negotiated in dialogues (109). 
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Passing and Prior Theories in the Third Space 
Because the third space stresses the idea of communicative interaction and 
not codifiable, quantifiable methods of conversational analysis, I need to explain 
how the third space helps us to understand how interpretation informs the 
writing act. My explanation hinges primarily on Donald Davidson's ideas of 
"prior" and "passing" theories. 
Davidson describes interpretive interaction in terms of a "prior theory" 
and a "passing theory." In "A Nice Derangement of Epitaphs," Davidson (1984) 
employs the term "prior theory" to represent the knowledge that one brings to a 
commtmicative interaction and the term "passing theory" to describe how 
meaning-making occurs: 
For the hearer, the prior theory expresses how he is prepared in advance to 
interpret an utterance of the speaker, while the passing theory is how he 
does interpret the utterance. For the speaker, the prior theory is what he 
believes the interpreter's prior theory to be, while his passing theory is the 
theory he intends the interpreter to use. (442) 
He further explains that "the passing theory is the one the interpreter actually 
uses to interpret an utterance, and it is the theory the speaker intends the 
interpreter to use. Only if these coincide is understanding complete . . . The 
passing theory is where, accident aside, agreement is greatest" (442). According to 
Davidson, understanding is always incomplete because the prior theories of 
speakers never fully agree; as a resvilt, the passing theory is where "agreement is 
greatest"—^not necessarily complete. Through the concept of the third space and 
the examination of prior and passing theories, I believe that we can observe one-
to-one interactions and then describe how interpretation operates in the act of 
writing. 
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The concept of the third space that I propose employs Davidson's idea of 
the passing theory in that the third space comprises an episode within 
commtmicative interaction that demonstrate a mismatch of interpretations 
about writing. I propose that these mismatches can be correlated with 
Davidson's idea of passing theory. In my analyses of communicative interaction, 
I want to pinpoint passing theories by identifying utterances in these episodes 
that reflect interpretations—or misinterpretations—about what has been said in 
interactions about writing. These passing theories could be expressed through 
questions, or expressed doubts and uncertainties by participants in class 
discussions, peer reviews, or one-to-one conferences about writing. 
Furthermore, these passing theories could either be resolved in dialogue or 
remain unresolved. I am particularly interested in examining whether passing 
theories result in agreement or if passing theories are simply expressed and left 
unresolved. That is, I am interested in investigating whether or not these 
misinterpretations—whether resolved or unresolved—influence student 
writing. 
Visualizing the Third Space 
As I completed my analyses for this study, I realized that the third space 
could take different forms. The third space could be indicated visually by 
mapping the third space—that is, locating a physical area for the third space. I 
played with this idea by creating a three-column format in which different 
"spaces" were indicated. Recall that Gutierez, Larson, and Stone first described 
the third space as a place in between a "teacher's script" and a "student's script" 
where utterances indicated a negotiation of cultural literacy. My visualization of 
the third space is slightly different; I employ "spaces" in which prior and passing 
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theories are indicated. Consider the transcript in Figure 1. In this transcript, a 
writing tutor and a biology student discussed biology terminology and ways to 
write a lab report; their misunderstandings of terminology and lab report 
expectations emerged during their communicative interaction. In Figure 1, I 
distinguish between contributions made by the tutor and by the student (the 
columns on the left and right). I suggest that these columns represent prior 
knowledge that conversants bring to the conversation. In the third space (the 
column in the middle), conversants question, miscommunicate, or struggle to 
imderstand one another. In the column marked "third space," for example, 
tutor and student struggle to understand the knowledge they bring to the 
tutorial. The student asks about how to state an idea while the tutor struggles 
with the subject content, in this case meiosis. Both conversants ask questions 
and voice their confusions in the third space.^^ Through this three-colxunn 
format, we can see that the third space includes both individual utterances that 
represent passing theories as well as a collection of utterances (the column in the 
middle) that demonstrate uncertainties. 
This three-column analysis locates the third space by identifying all 
comments that might indicate uncertainty about writing. This third column also 
illustrates, I believe, Davidson's idea of triangulation (or what Gutierez, Larson 
and Stone call "communities of social action"). Davidson explains that 
triangulation is the cormection between language users and the world: 
conceivable problem with the third space that I am describing is the categorization of dialogue 
into three categories; one could easily confuse the idea of third space as a way to code or classify 
utterances in communicative interaction. Another conceivable problem is that even pladng an 
utterance in the third column imposes one person's (most often the researcher) interpretation of 
communicative interaction. However, I wish to emphasize through the three-column transcript 
only that the third space exists—the third space is not an attempt to classify or codify 
miscommunications, but simply to suggest that they exist. 
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Prior Theory 
(Tutor) 
Passing Theory 
('Third Space") 
Prior Theory 
(Student) 
Tutor I'm lost. In this sentence. 
This throws me off. Because I read 
"The experiment is to study the 
applicability of Mendel's Law of 
segregation." And then, is this 
Mendel's Law again? 
uh huh. 
No. Um, well, it might be the 
same. 
Student: I just can't make this fit. 
Because I don't know how to cormect 
these sentences because I state this 
about the study... and then I try to 
find how the dominant and 
recessive genes... 
How about a new sentence? 
uh huh No. Since I cannot use the 
first person. 
Student: How do I state this in 
third person? 
You could just say "This 
experiment also studies 
dominance and recessiveness and 
sex chromosomes theory to 
inheritance." 
umhm 
Tutor: What's this? "of 
inheritance?" "The theory—sex 
chromosomes theory to 
inheritance?" 
Um, because, um, if I take 
this—omit this part out, 
would—the reliability of 
this word would still be OK. 
Tutor: Oh, I see. So we can take 
this out? 
Umhm. 
Tutor Let's do that. "The 
purpose of this experiment is to 
study the applicability of 
Mendel's Law of segregation. 
Mendel's Law of independent 
assortment and sex chromosomes 
theory to inheritance and. . . 
This would be to test the 
concept 
Figure 1: The third space in dialogue. 
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the basic idea is that our concept of objectivity—our idea that oxir thoughts 
may or may not correspond to the truth—is an idea that we would not 
have if it weren't for interpersonal relations. In other words, the source of 
objectivity is intersubjectivity: the triangle consists of two people and the 
world. ("Language Philosophy, Writing, and Reading: A Conversation 
with Donald Davidson," Kent 8) 
Triangulation is a key concept that helps us to understand how meanings are 
located within our communicative interactions with others, for triangxilation 
means that to know something is to interact with another language user and the 
world. The third space—the middle colximn—in the trariscripts demonstrates 
this interaction with others by indicating an overlap between student and, in this 
case, tutor tmcertainties expressed in dialogue.^s 
Although the three-column format is helpful, I believe there are problems 
with this visual indication of the third space. One problem is that the column 
format does not suggest how prior and passing theories are selected. That is, in 
order to create the column format, one must have a method—a coding 
scheme—for placing utterances in a partictdar column. Because my intent in 
this essay is not to create a coding scheme for the third space, but simply to 
explore the idea that the third space is also a physical space, I decided not to create 
such a coding scheme; therefore, my placement of passing and prior theories in 
the three column format could not be verified. Although I do not use the three 
column format in my analyses in chapters foiir and six, I believe the visual 
image created by the three column format can be helpful when considering the 
third space concept, for it shows where vmcertainty takes place in dialogues. 
^^Visually locating the third space in this way is similar, I believe, to what Vygotsky attempts to 
do in the idea of "zone of proximal development." Vygotsky suggests that experts and novices can 
exchange information to contribute to their prior knowledge about a subject. The zone of proximal 
development attempts to locate scaffolding—a knowledge bviilding activity. The third space also 
tries to locate an activity—in this case, the third space tries to locate indeterminacies about 
writing. 
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Another way in which the third space can be indicated is through marking 
utterances that serve as passing theories in commimicative interaction. This 
approach to demarcating a third space is similar to a method of conversational 
analysis that explores a "third phenomenon" similar to the idea of passing 
theories in the third space. In "A three-step Process as a Unit of Analysis in 
Dialogue," Ivana Markova (1990) describes a new unit of conversational analysis. 
She investigates units of conversational analysis "that are primarily conceptual 
and epistemological in character . . . the basic assumption of this approach is that 
every message is embedded in its linguistic and social contexts and that it is both 
past- and future-oriented" (131, italics mine). Although a form of conversational 
analysis, Markova's methodology is quite different from typical conversational 
analysis in that she claims that a third phenomenon arises from the 
conversation: 
The logic of internal relations xmderlies the co-development of all 
mutually interdependent phenomena, for example, of the individual and 
its environment. The two, individual and environment, come into 
existence together . . . The idea of internal relations between phenomena 
therefore implies three-step processes: as the two phenomena interact, co-
determining each other, they give rise to a new, i.e., a third, phenomenon 
that is qualitatively different from the two constitutive ones. (132-133) 
Markova's descriptions of this three-step imit of analysis are similar to the third 
space in that the third space indicates interaction and co-creation of meariing. 
Recall that Gutierez, Larson, and Stone describe this co-created nature as bi­
directional dialogue, while Davidson describes this interaction as triangxilation. 
Markova actually creates a urut of analysis that captures this aspect of the third 
space.26 She tells us that "According to the logic of internal relations, mutually 
2^The idea of three-sided communicative interactions in Markova's work relies on co-genetic logic 
as a base for this three-step xmit of analysis. 
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interacting phenomena must give rise to a third phenomenon for the process to 
be completed" (139), and she includes a diagram to illustrate this three-step 
process (139, shown in Figiore 2). 
The third phenomenon that Markova describes, I believe, is interpretive 
interaction along the lines that I attempt to identify through the third space. 
However, I believe Markova's endorsement of a three-step iinit is 
methodologically different from mine; furthermore, her approach is still 
underdeveloped and difficult to apply. Although her idea is intriguing, I did not 
attempt to employ Markova's three-step unit in my analyses in chapters four and 
six. Instead, I indicate the third space by selecting episodes of dialogue that 
demonstrate misinterpretation, uncertainty, confusion, or doubt about writing. 
Within these episodes, I closely examined specific comments that represented 
moments of imcertainty, or passing theories as described by Donald Davidson. 
These passing theories in communicative interaction are most often represented 
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Figiire 2. Adaptation of Markova's Three-Step Dialogue 
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by questions, doubts, or expressed uncertainties about the topic of disciission. In 
the transcripts that I review in chapters four and six, then, I highlight passing 
theories by holding them in the transcripts. See the sample transcript below. 
(T = Tutor; S = Student) 
T: I'm lost. In this sentence. This throws me off. 
S: Um hm. 
T: Because I read "The experiment is to study the applicability of 
Mendel's Law of segregation. Mendel's Law of independent 
assortment." And then, is this Mendel's law again? 
S: No, um, well, it might be the same. I just can't make this fit. 
Because I don't know how to connect ^ese sentences, because I state 
this about the study. . and then I try to find how the dominant and 
recessive genes. . . 
T: How about a new sentence? 
S: No. Since I carmot use the first person 
T: Uh huh 
S: How do I state this in third person? 
T: "Besides," or you could just say "This experiment also studies 
S: Um hm 
T: "dominance and recessiveness and sex chromosomes theory to 
inheritance." What's this? of inheritance? The theory to 
inheritance? 
S: Um, because um, if I take this omit this part out, the reliability of 
this word would still be OK 
The use of bold print represents utterances within communicative interaction 
that display uncertainties in the dialogue. As the above transcript shows, these 
imcertainties can be expressed by phrases such as "I'm lost" as well as questions 
about what is meant (i.e., "What's this?"). As this excerpt illustrates, many 
passing theories are indicated by questions about meaning. In this example, the 
tutor has several questions about what the student has written, but the student 
also has questions about how to use certain writing conventioris in her paper 
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(i.e., third person). I believe these questions and expressed doubts constitute 
indeterminacy about the writing act expressed in communicative interaction. 
Although I indicate certain utterances as passing theories in this excerpt 
and in other excerpts in this dissertation, I acknowledge that my analyses of 
passing theories have not been tested for reliability. However, as I mentioned 
before, the goal of this investigation is not to quantify dialogues about writing; in 
fact, to do so would contradict the interpretive perspective that I have outlined 
thus far. Rather, my goal is to examine communicative interaction about 
writing, and I am particularly interested in episodes within communicative 
interaction that demonstrate mismatches of interpretation. Although I mark 
passing theories within these episodes, I am most interested in how these 
demonstrations of the third space as I have described them influence student 
interpretation about writing and, consequently, student written work. Therefore, 
in my analyses in chapters four and six, I examine episodes in which 
indeterminacy is expressed, and I compare these episodes to the final written 
work that students produce. I hope that in some way these analyses help us to 
begin exploring the indeterminate nature of the writing act, as well as to suggest 
further venues for research about interpretation in the production of discourse. 
Throughout this chapter, I have argued that interpretation plays a crucial 
role in every form of communicative interaction—including the act of writing— 
and that a hermeneutic universalist perspective provides the most effective 
means to describe the writing act. While most scholars in composition and 
rhetoric have not fully embraced the imiversal hermeneutic perspective, I 
believe that only hermeneutic imiversalism fully accoxmts for the indeterminacy 
of meaning, and only hermeneutic uruversalism helps us to account for the 
open-ended and dialogic nature of hviman commtmication. The concept of the 
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third space embraces hermeneutic universalism and helps us to examine the 
writing act more closely in terms of interpretation. 
Because the interpretive perspective that I have outlined in this chapter 
possesses certain implications for how we regard the act of writing, I believe it is 
also important to examine how this interpretive perspective may influence 
writing pedagogy. In the chapters to follow, I explain some of the implications of 
the interpretive perspective—specifically hermeneutic imiversalism—for 
writing instruction, both in the classroom and in the writing center. I also 
attempt to illustrate interpretation in pedagogical writing situations using the 
concept of the third space. 
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CHAPTER THREE 
INTERPRETATION AND WRTTING PEDAGOGY 
The introductory chapters of this dissertation addressed the primary 
question: What is the role of interpretation in the production of discourse? In 
chapter one, I developed the argument that indeterminacy of meaning and 
situatedness—as postmodern issues—have not been adequately addressed in 
writing pedagogy because current writing pedagogy has not emphasized the role 
of interpretation in the writing act. In chapter two, I argued that hermeneutic 
imiversalism implies that writing is constituted not by codified strategies or 
processes but by commurucative interaction that occiirs during the writing act. If 
we take seriously these arguments about the nature of writing, we must consider 
next the ramifications of this position for writing instruction. So, in this chapter 
I address the following question: How does interpretation influence writing 
pedagogy? 
One answer to this question is that we cannot teach writing at all (Kent 
1991). In Paralogic Rhetoric. Kent argues (in line, I believe, with the hermeneutic 
vmiversalist argximent) that if the production of discourse cannot be reduced to 
systems or codified processes, then it cannot be taught: "If we accept these claims, 
we cannot ignore the pedagogical consequence of our position: writing and 
reading—conceived broadly as processes or bodies of knowledge—cannot be 
taught, for nothing exists to teach" (161). Instead, Kent suggests that writing 
pedagogy should be significantly reconceptualized to accommodate the 
indeterminate nature of the writing act. 
In response to Kent's argtunent, in this chapter I carefully examine the 
implications of hermeneutic universalism—what I refer to as the interpretive 
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perspective—for writing pedagogy. I argue that although the interpretive 
perspective redefines writing as an act of interpretation rather than as a codified 
process, there are strategies instructors can adopt to accommodate this new 
definition of writing. Primarily, we might consider moving beyond notions of 
process pedagogy and toward a pedagogy that recognizes writing as an 
indeterminate, interpretive act. To make this move, we need to recognize that 
the current writing process paradigm instead presents a foundational approach to 
writing iiistruction, and we might entertain certain "post-process" pedagogies in 
place of or in addition to process approaches. Adopting the interpretive 
perspective would alter current writing pedagogy in other ways as well. For 
example, teachers of writing might emphasize commvmicative interaction or 
dialogism more exterisively than they might in process pedagogy. Instead of 
simply advocating dialogic interaction in activities such as peer review, 
instructors might pay closer attention to the ways in which those dialogues 
influence student interpretation about writing as well as their final written work. 
Teachers may focus on interpretation by employing the concept of the third space 
(identifying miscommunications that occur in dialogic activities); in doing so 
they may identify the "hermeneutic dance" that occurs in communicative 
interaction. Finally, in the concluding section of this chapter, I suggest that 
instructors can examine interpretation more concretely in the writing act by 
assigning public writing acts that involve students with audiences outside of the 
classroom. 
While I discuss possible applicatioris of the interpretive perspective to 
writing pedagogy in this chapter, I do not mean to suggest these are the only ways 
in which the interpretive perspective can influence writing pedagogy. That is, 
my intent is not to advocate a certain "interpretive pedagogy." Rather, in this 
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chapter I hope to explore some possible applications of the interpretive 
perspective. I begin by describing the shift from process to "post-process" 
pedagogy that the interpretive perspective advocates. 
Beyond Process 
The process movement resembled what some scholars have called a 
"paradigm shift""' from writing as product to writing as process (Hairston 1982; 
Yotmg 1978). For example, in "Paradigms and Problems," Richard Yoimg (1978) 
describes product-based writing as the "current-traditional paradigm" in which 
modes such as narration, description, exposition, and argument were taught, and 
in which style, usage, and the analysis of discourse according to words, sentences, 
and paragraphs held primary importance (Yoimg 31). In simi, the current-
traditional paradigm emphasized writing as the written product—the academic 
paper. As Young argues, however, the current-traditional paradigm was 
repeatedly attacked for ignoring the process of writing, thus creating what Kuhn 
would call a "crisis" in the current-traditional paradigm leading to a paradigm 
shift. And according to Maxine Hairston (1982), this crisis in the current-
traditional paradigm led to the revolution of viewing writing as process, not 
product. According to Hairston, the process paradigm focused on writing in 
terms of invention, discovery, and arrangement, and it emphasized rhetorical 
concerns such as audience and purpose (86). The process paradigm was 
reinforced by work on various aspects of process, such as invention (Yoimg 1978), 
^In The Structure of Scientific Revolutions. Kuhn (1962) describes paradigms as "imiversally 
recognized scientific achievements that for a time provide model problems and solutions to a 
commvmity of practitioners." (x) A paradigm shift occurs when, as Kuhn explains, the current 
paradigm no longer works and significant Ganges lead to the formation of a new paradigm, or a 
scientific revolution. Although Kiohn refers specifically to natural sciences—not sodal sciences—in 
The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (Hairston 77), ^e idea of paradigm shift has been applied 
to writing studies. 
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revision (Sorruners 1980), functions of writing (Emig 1971; Britton 1978), and 
protocols (Flower and Hayes 1980; Perl 1980). 
Although the process paradigm has been firmly in place for twenty some 
years in the field of composition, some scholars believe that the process 
paradigm is in crisis and on the verge of another paradigm shift toward post-
process pedagogy. These scholars critique the process movement for conceiving 
of writing as a series of activities that can be applied in any writing situation 
(Olson forthcoming; See also Couture forthcoming; Pullman forthcoming). 
Joseph Petraglia (1999) explains the process movement in more detail from a 
post-process perspective: 
In a nutshell, the process movement was an amalgam of theories, models, 
and pedagogies that were devised as an antidote to the current-traditional 
paradigm in writing that focused on the written product rather than the 
means by which the product was produced . .. writing was less a single 
behavior but a series of procedures and strategic choices that formed a 
complex system of text production: in short, a process. . . . For writing 
specialists, the process movement could not stop at the level of 
speculation, it had to offer a regime, and thus a faith in both the 
describability and the manipulability of the processes by which writers 
produce texts allowed teachers to do their job in a more academically 
legitimated manner. (60-61) 
Although post-process scholars criticize the codified nature of process 
pedagogy, they generally agree with the process paradigm's rejection of product-
based instruction. Additionally, post-process scholars value as well the process 
paradigm for acknowledging that writing is an activity rather than a product. 
Gary Olson (1990) suggests, for example, that 
the activities involved in the act of writing are typically recursive rather 
than linear; that writing is first and foremost a social activity;. . . that 
experienced writers are often intensely aware of audience, purpose, and 
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context;. . . that effective instruction in composition provides 
opportunities for students to practice the kinds of activities involved in 
the act of writing. (1) 
For providing these insights, Olson suggests that the process movement "served 
us well" (1). However, post-process critics, largely influenced by postmodernism 
and antifoimdationalism, recently have suggested that the process movement 
simply offers us another foimdational explanation of writing. In other words, 
these critics suggest that the process paradigm has serious shortcomings."® The 
crisis facing the process paradigm, according to these scholars, is the need to 
redefine writing as an indeterminate and uncodifiable act rather than a 
codifiable, systematized activity that is generalizable to every writing situation. 
Olson explains, for example, that the process approach is problematic because it 
attempts to generalize the writing act: 
The problem with process theory, then, is not so much that scholars are 
attempting to theorize various aspects of composing as it is that they are 
endeavoring (consciously or not) to construct a model of the composing 
process, thereby constructing a Theory of Writing, a series of 
generalizations about writing that supposedly hold true all or most of the 
time. (3) 
This generalization can be especially problematic if teachers of writing encourage 
a process as a solution to all writing situations. George Pullman (1990) explains: 
If the writing process as it is taught can actually obstruct the production of 
an adequate docxmient in certain circimistances, then it cannot be 
considered universally applicable and therefore it cannot be considered a 
universally valid description of how to write. (29) 
^Of coiirse, any writing paradigm or model has flaws if it generalizes and does not account for 
specific situations. 
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According to some scholars, then, the danger of the process approach is 
that it may attempt to imiversally represent the act of writing; this representation 
may result in a foxmdational theory. Said a bit differently, the process approach 
to teaching writing may not accommodate specific commimicative situatioris. 
Admittedly, this criticism of process pedagogy may be unfair. After all, it is not 
accurate to suggest that the goal of process pedagogy is to generalize all writing 
situations. More to the point, I believe that process pedagogy could be criticized 
for its attempt to codify the writing act into predictable phases or steps. The 
interpretive perspective suggests that prediction and codification of the writing 
act are not possible, whether process is applied in general or to specific situations. 
In order to accommodate the indeterminacy and situatedness of particular 
writing acts, scholars interested in post-process theory suggest that we need to 
redefine what it mearrs to teach writing. Joseph Petraglia (1999) suggests, for 
example, a "reconceptualization" of writing pedagogy that "reqxiires that the 
discipline let go of its current pedagogical shape (i.e., its focus on supplying 
students with productive rhetoric skills that can be exercised through writing)" 
(74-75). The post-process perspective has begun to "let go" of the process 
approach to teaching writing by focusing on situational aspects of writing. 
Petraglia explains; 
As I understand it, "post-process" signifies a rejection of the generally 
formulaic framework for understanding writing that process suggested. Of 
course, the fundamental observation that an individual produces text by 
mear\s of a writing process has not been discarded. Instead, it has 
dissolved and shifted from figiire to groxmd. (63) 
Whereas the process paradigm redefined writing as process instead of 
product, the post-process movement redefines writing as an uncodifiable. 
73 
communicative act rather than a systematic process. And due to the 
poststructural and postmodern influence on the post-process movement, post-
process scholars are careful not to suggest that there is one codifiable, systematic, 
or generalizable approach to writing. Consequently, the post-process movement, 
as Petraglia notes, is "hybridized and complex" (63). Those scholars interested in 
post-process propose a variety of benefits for viewing writing beyond process 
including a revised account of agency, the construction of a new social scientism, 
and the use of a critical approach in research (See Kent, 1999). 
In this shift from process to post-process, then, writing is redefined as a 
commtmicative act rather than a systematized process. Whereas various 
versions of this shift are occurring under the umbrella of post-process theory, I 
want to suggest that this shift is an implication of hermeneutic imiversalism 
that I described in the last chapter. For instance, if we accept that interpretation 
goes "all the way down" and that writing is antifoundational, it only makes 
sense that we define writing as a communicative act rather than as a 
systematized, generalizable process. This implication connects us back to 
arguments made by hermeneutic universalists, particularly those arguments in 
which commxmicative interaction plays a central role. In the last chapter, for 
example, I explained that commtmicative interaction is a necessary focus for the 
production of discourse, for through it we can more readily observe 
interpretation as it occurs in the writing act. Embracing writing as a 
commxmicative act, then, moves us beyond the limitations of a process 
approach, or as Kent explains, beyond an "internalist conception of 
commxmicative interaction"; 
As strong externalists, we would stop talking about writing and reading as 
processes and start talking about these activities as determinate social acts. 
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This shift from an internalist conception of commimicative interaction— 
the notion that commimication is a product of the internal workings of 
the mind or the workings of the discovirse commxmities in which we 
live—to an externalist conception that I have outlined here would 
challenge us to drop our current process-oriented vocabulary and to begin 
talking about our social and public uses of language. (169) 
To make sense of the externalist argument, we must relate this new focus 
on communicative interaction to writing pedagogy, and I would like to focus on 
Kent's suggestions for pedagogy mentioned in Paralogic Rhetoric because I 
believe it is one of the few that most closely follows the hermeneutic 
universalist argument. Like Petraglia, Kent encourages teachers to "reimagine" 
writing pedagogy—particularly in terms of communicative interaction. He 
asserts that a focus on communicative interaction in the classroom requires us 
"to reimagine the traditional student-teacher relationship as well as to reimagine 
the curricular mission of composition and literature courses within the 
tmiversity" (158). Kent explains that revisioning writing instruction in this way 
would require significant changes (and I quote this passage in its entirety to 
explain the full impact of this change in instruction he is proposing): 
. . .  a  s h i f t  t o  t h i s  c o l l a b o r a t i v e  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  m e t h o d  w o u l d  b e  v e r y  c o s t l y ,  
for significantly more teachers would be required in our schools, and 
faculty in disciplines outside English departments would need to be 
retrained in order to take responsibility for the written discourse generated 
in their courses. Moving from a dialectic to a collaborative pedagogy also 
would create complex problems for the discipline of English. Such a shift 
would require a wholesale change in the way we cxirrently think about 
writing and reading pedagogy. Teachers would need to accept, in some 
version, the principle of charity. We would need to acknowledge that 
writing and reading do not take place in the head and that writing cannot 
be reduced to a repeatable process. Ultimately we would need to accept the 
externalist position that writing and reading instruction is a misnomer, 
for no body of knowledge in the area of discourse production and 
reception exists to be taught. We cannot instruct students to become good 
writers or good readers because good writing and good reading, as 
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transcendental categories, do not exist. For us externalists, good writing 
and good reading can only mean something like "utterances that make 
good sense in some particular situation. (169-170) 
This post-process reconceptualization of writing clearly represents the 
ramifications of moving beyond process. According to Kent, this move, in short, 
requires a shift away from process-based instruction and toward the 
communicative interaction between teachers and students. Again, the shift 
toward commimicative interaction in this way, I believe, most closely aligns 
with hermeneutic universalism. 
This move toward teacher-student communicative interaction is also 
articulated in terms of an "interactive pedagogy" as described by Patricia 
Donahue and Ellen Quandahl (1993) in Reclaiming Pedagogy: The Rhetoric of 
the Classroom. By "interactive," these authors suggest that writing pedagogy 
interacts, rather than submits to, theory: "We use the term interact to 
distinguish what we regard as self-reflexive, self-critical pedagogies from those 
that promote theory at the expense of composition and composition at the 
expense of theory" (5). But "interactive" also has a second meaning for Donahue 
and Quandahl: the term resembles the interpretive and social acts that occur 
during writing and reading (3). Calling the process movement "cliche" (7)—one 
that actually bears similarities to product models of writing—these authors 
suggest that "socialness" is crucial to interactive pedagogies, and they point out 
that socialness cannot be systematized: 
Refusing conversation or speech as originary, [we] suggest that any 
learning—whether organized conversationally, collaboratively, or in the 
most authoritarian manner—is social, and its socialness is beyond 
conscious reproduction. . . Interactive pedagogies are less interested in the 
fact of socialness (a fact [we] take as given) than in particular kinds of 
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socialness, the cultural inscriptions in any text, including the pedagogical 
scene. (8-9) 
In this section, I have argued that the move beyond process and toward 
social, communicative interaction resembles a crisis in the current process 
paradigm in writing pedagogy. In the next section, I further define the shift 
toward communicative interaction as "dialogism" and discuss the implications 
of this dialogic approach in the classroom. 
Dialogism and Writing Pedagogy 
The reconceptualization that writing caimot be defined by a process, but 
rather by indeterminate, communicative interaction that occurs during the act of 
writing, redirects writing instruction toward pedagogies that advocate dialogism. 
Writing instructors might consider, then, a pedagogy that advocates, as Donahue 
and Quandahl (1993) suggest, "socialness" in writing pedagogy in which students 
are engaged in dialogue with each other and with the instructor during the 
writing act.-' However, if we are to also accommodate the interpretive 
perspective through dialogic, pedagogical approaches, I believe we must take 
current dialogic models further than simply advocating interaction. I believe 
that we must examine the ways in which these dialogues are interpreted and the 
ways in which these dialogues influence student writing. 
Dialogic pedagogies, nevertheless, provide a helpful starting point. In 
Toward a Dialogic Pedagogy. Irene Ward (1994) provides a very helpful model of 
dialogism for writing instructors, and she is quite thorough in her description of 
it. Ward defines a dialogic approach in contrast to a monologic approach: "The 
®Such "social" pedagogies might advocate social constructionist perspectives in which leeiming is 
thought to occur through interaction with others. 
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self in a dialogic pedagogy is not autonomous and solitary but multiple, 
composed of all the voices or texts one has ever heard or read and therefore 
capable of playing an infinite number of roles in service of the internal dialogic 
interaction" (172-173). In this way. Ward uses the word "dialogue" in terms of 
Bakhtin's heteroglossia. That is. Ward explairis that this move toward dialogism 
replaces "one-way" commimication in the classroom with communication 
involving author, audience, and context: 
Many compositionists are abandoning the notion that written 
commimication is a one-way process in which a reader decodes a message 
sent by a writer via the conduit of language. Replacing this view of 
written discourse is a much more complex one in which the writer, 
reader, and their cultural and historical contexts are implicated in the 
production of the text. Producing written discourse is a commxxnicative, 
rhetorical, and, above all, dialogic process. The text, no longer seen as 
"authored" by a single individual, is conceived as being produced in a 
collaboration of individuals and iristitutions that both constrain and 
mxiltiply its meaning, as a single strand in a vast web of linguistic, 
historical, and cultural factors. (2-3) 
In her careful examination of a dialogic pedagogy. Ward claims that 
dialogism is present—although different—in several theoretical perspectives in 
composition including expressivism, social constructionism, radical pedagogy, 
and poststructuralism. For example, Ward describes dialogism in expressivism 
as an internal dialogue that encourages self-discovery in an individual writer (6); 
dialogism in social constructionism as a "continuous" dialogue through which 
knowledge is made (7); dialogism in radical pedagogy as an opportunity to engage 
students in their "personal and political consciousness (9); dialogism in 
poststructuralism as a means to explore the "interpretive, interactive, and 
commimicative processes presumed to be much like the process of rhetorical 
invention" (9). 
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In addition to her review of dialogism in each of these perspectives. Ward 
synthesizes these perspectives into what she calls a "functional dialogism" for 
writing pedagogy. This functional dialogism contains the following forms of 
dialogue in the writing classroom: 
• internal dialogues between a self and an internalized audience 
• dialogue between teacher and student 
• dialogue between students and other larger social institutions, including 
but not limited to the educational institution or some other social 
institution within any one or more of the student's immediate 
communities 
• dialogues among students about the formal matters of the composition 
of about the ideas or subject of the discourse 
• composing using dialogic forms in order to understand an issue or 
group of issues from various points of view and gain insight into one's 
relationship to those ideas and into multiple perspectives represented 
by many voices that have already entered into public dialogue. (171) 
As we can see from Ward's compilation here, the dialogic interactions she 
advocates are not uncommon. In fact, several of xis probably have similarly 
employed dialogue in the classroom in one form or another through peer 
review, student-teacher corvferences, or class discussions about various aspects of 
writing. Therefore, Ward isn't introducing dialogic methods that are new to us; 
in fact, her synthesis of dialogism is surprisingly luke warm in that she does not 
challenge us to revise, but rather encourages us to combine, various dialogistic 
approaches. However, Ward's dialogism does encourage us to change the 
fundamental assumption that writing is a process, as she proposes the idea that 
writing is a dialogic act. 
In accordance with, but in addition to. Ward's asstimption that writing is a 
dialogic act, I would like to argue that dialogism has larger implications for 
writing pedagogy than simply enacting dialogic methods in the classroom. That 
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is, the shift toward interactive, dialogic pedagogy has important implications for 
interpretation that we can relate back to the argiiment about hermeneutic 
imiversalism. For example, in chapter two I argued that hermeneutic 
imiversalism—interpretation "all the way down"—most completely embraces 
indeterminacy of meairing and situatedness in the act of writing. I asserted that 
commimicative interaction, or language-in-use, is a useful fociis for these 
features of interpretation because it does not rely on foundational structiores or 
conventions of language for meaning. In addition, commimicative 
interaction—particularly Davidson's idea of triangulation—is crucial to the 
externalist position because communicative interaction connects language users 
and the world. Because commimicative interaction plays such an important role 
in the hermeneutic universalist perspective, dialogism not only seems a natural 
but essential approach to writing instruction. Dialogism in this way not only 
means employing dialogic methods, but employing them with the assumption 
that we carmot know things uiUess we know others. That is, dialogism is more 
than a method; it contributes to a fundamental assumption about knowledge-
making. And, interpretation is an integral part of that knowledge-making. 
To explore these larger implications of dialogism, we might return to 
Kent's reconception of writing pedagogy. Noting that "all communicative 
interaction is collaborative through and through" (260), Kent (1993) suggests 
collaborative, dialogic instruction would require "sigriificantly more teachers" as 
well as an increase in their dialogic participation with students. I would like to 
examine this change more closely. In Kent's revision of writing pedagogy, more 
teachers would be needed because he is suggesting that teachers fundamentally 
change their roles in the classroom from "dialecticians" to "mentors": 
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Instead of dialecticians who initiate students into new knowledge, 
mentors who endorse a paralogic rhetoric become co-workers who actively 
collaborate with their students to help them through different 
communicative situations both within and outside the university. As co­
workers, these mentors—by relinquishing their roles as high priests— 
engender a new relationship with their students in that they actively 
collaborate with their students and become, in a seiise, students 
themselves. (166) 
Donahue and Quandahl (1993) explain this new role for teachers in a similar 
fashion: "The point is made again and again that teachers must begin where the 
students are, that teachers themselves are students in the classroom, constantly 
being taught by those—the students—who know how they can leam" (4). 
This fundamental change in the role of teacher as mentor and collaborator 
requires a more time-consuming, personal, one-to-one dialogue between teacher 
and students than the dialectic enacted by the teacher as "high priest." This one-
to-one dialogue is not "one-way" but, in Bakhtinian terms, two-sided, engaging 
all commimicators in response. I believe that this change in iiistruction is 
exactly in line with the hermeneutic universalist argtiment. However, note that 
these revisions of writing instruction still do not emphasize interpretation in 
dialogue, or if they do, they do so indirectly. I believe that here the idea of third 
space can be most helpful. 
The third space suggests that we focus on particular dialogic episodes to 
examine miscommunications and misinterpretations that occur during the 
writing act. In these episodes, the third space highlights misinterpretations, 
questions, or attempts at tinderstanding. As I explained in the previous chapter, 
a central feature of the third space is Davidson's idea of a passing theory. These 
passing theories suggest that something other than dialogue is occurring—that 
interpretation also occurs during commxmication. Kent acknowledges this 
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interpretation as "hermeneutic guessing" in dialogue, or making guesses about 
what the speaker has said: 
By "dialogic," I mean an open-ended, nonsystemic, paralogic interaction 
between hermeneutic strategies. Whenever we produce or analyze 
discourse, we always guess at the hermeneutic strategy employed by 
someone else, and when we guess, we engage the other in a kind of 
dialogue in the sense that we continually interpret the other's language 
code. This dialogue, in turn, always brings about a tentative resolution or 
"meaning" that each participant takes away from a commimicative 
interchange, and the tentative resolution enables the participants to enter 
new dialogic relations that consequently engender different effects in the 
world. (42) 
Current dialogic pedagogies that I have reviewed here (and, I believe, 
other dialogic pedagogies as well) do not accoimt for interpretation in the 
manner Kent describes; therefore, a way to conceptualize this hermeneutic 
activity more concretely would be helpful. The concept of the third space can be 
especially helpful because it focuses on episodes in which "hermeneutic 
guessing" occurs during the writing act. For example, as collaborators and "co­
workers," teacher and student may engage in responsive dialogues in the 
classroom. In doing so, they interpret one another's utterances by making 
"hermeneutic guesses," or by forming "tentative resolutions" in dialogue, either 
in written or oral form. Or, as Davidson would put it, they form "passing 
theories" about each other's utterances, and these passing theories eventually 
inform and even change their prior theories. The third space can highlight 
hermeneutic guessing and passing theories—the interpretation—that occurs 
during commimicative or dialogic interaction. By emphasizing the third space, 
interpretation is emphasized as well as the dialogic activity that may occur in a 
writing classroom. 
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It is important, therefore, that when we consider a dialogic pedagogy, we 
also consider what Kent (1993) would call a "hermeneutic dance" in which 
conversants express prior theories and form passing theories in the process of 
interpretation: "When we communicate we make informed guesses about 
meaning; we engage in a kind of impromptu hermeneutic dance choreographed 
by our prior and passing theories. This dance is impromptu because it carmot be 
codified, systematized, or taught" (87). 
In this section, I've discussed the dialogic activity that can take place in the 
classroom between teacher and students, and I've argued that to align with 
hermeneutic universalism, interpretation in dialogue must also be emphasized. 
The concept of the third space can emphasize interpretation (and I illustrate this 
emphasis in the next chapter). But I'd like to go one step beyond articulating the 
usefulness of the interpretive perspective for dialogue in the classroom between 
teachers and students. I'd like to suggest that this responsive, hermeneutic 
guessing that occurs during coirunimicative interaction in the classroom can also 
occur between writers and their audiences. For example, interpretation could 
play a role in interactions in which writers and audiences discuss their 
expectations for a written document. The third space concept could be useful in 
these situations as well by highlighting episodes of commtmicative interaction 
that reveal mismatches of interpretations about document expectations. 
The writing classroom can provide an enviroriment for examining 
writer/audience interactions if writing teachers require assignments in which 
students write for an audience other than the teacher. I call these types of 
assignments "public"^® assignments in which students write for an outside 
audience. Extending dialogic activity to outside audiences may make more 
^"Public" may be a weak term, but by it I mean to describe writing audiences that are persons other 
than a writing teacher. 
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visible the dialogic, interpretive activity that occiirs in the writing act. For 
example, outside audiences may bring prior knowledge (or "prior theory" as 
Davidson calls it) to interactioris about writing that is noticeably different from 
prior knowledge students and teachers bring to these interactions. These 
differences may result in more frequent misinterpretations and 
miscommunicatioris about writing expectations. Consequently, these 
interactioris with outside audiences may help make the role of interpretation in 
the writing act more visible to students and teachers. Furthermore, and as I 
explain in the next section, this extension of classroom interactions falls in line 
with the type of pedagogical reconceptualization that I have outlined thus far. In 
the next section, I describe in more detail how public interaction may be executed 
in writing classrooms as a way to highlight interpretation in the act of writing. 
Although this is not the only way teachers can highlight interpretation in the 
writing act, I suggest that it is a promising approach that is worth investigating. 
Public Interaction 
To help illustrate the hermeneutic and dialogic nature of writing, a 
hermeneutic imiversalist perspective woxild encourage writing teachers to 
regularly engage students in public writing acts that involve them with 
audiences outside of the classroom. Encouraging public interaction in writing 
pedagogy seems a natural extension of the role of communicative interaction in 
knowledge-making demonstrated by the externalist position and hermeneutic 
universalism. This public aspect of writing is one of the helpful descriptioiis 
Irene Ward provides us in her dialogic pedagogy: 
Because learning takes place best in communicative interaction, a 
functional dialogic pedagogy will have to employ a great deal of public 
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writing—that is, writing directed to others capable of and interested in 
responding—if we are to produce students who are able to generate not 
only correct, readable prose, but also prose that can elicit a response from 
others, thereby enabling students to become active participants in 
commimities beyond the classroom. (170) 
Kent also acknowledges the need for public communication: "Collaborating 
with the student, the teacher would be thrown into specific commvmicative 
situations, and the teacher and the student together would engage in 
communicative interaction with others within and outside the uruversity" (169). 
The type of interactions that might result from these dialogues include 
student/student, teacher/student, student/professional, and teacher/professional 
interactions during the act of writing. I argue that there are two advantages to 
this public interaction that coincide with hermeneutic imiversalism and the 
concept of third space: 1) students are encouraged to identify purposes and 
audiences other than academic purposes or audiences; 2) public interaction with 
audiences can illustrate the indeterminate nature of the writing act perhaps 
more clearly than in-class interactions. 
One advantage of public interaction is that it encourages students to 
identify concrete purposes and audiences for writing outside of the classroom. 
Margaret Mansfield (1993) calls this advantage writing for "real" audiences. In 
"Real World Writing and the English Curriculum," Mansfield describes the 
process of her pedagogical conversion from traditional writing assignments to 
assignments with "real" audiences: 
My work with interns and my concurrent experience in positions of 
leadership in collegiate governance convinced me that some of the most 
engaging, demanding, and "creative" writing can be done in contexts of 
practical and political necessity, in contexts where what you write will be 
read by "real people" and will be used to gain essential information. 
85 
complete tasks, evaluate proposals, make policy decisions, and so forth. 
(70) 
The "real" in this approach, I think, refers simply to the idea that students would 
write documents that might be used by an audience other than their writing 
instructor. If the term "real writing" offends some (which is quite likely, for it 
might imply that writing instructors are somehow "fake" or artificial audiences), 
we could describe this same approach also in terms of "transactional" writing, a 
term highlighted in the influential study by Britton (1978). According to Britton, 
"transactional" writing means "writing to get things done" (18), and it serves 
some functional purpose. Joseph Petraglia (1995) further explains 
transactionality: "Accordingly, trarisactionality does not exclusively lie in an 
author's intention to communicate, but in the writer and reader's process of 
jointly constructing the text in line with their motives, expectations, and sense of 
the other" (20).^' 
One example of this type of trarisactional approach is Margaret Mansfield's 
graduate course titled "Writing for the Public." In this course, Mansfield 
assigned her class the task of writing a survey for the university. She explains 
the origin of this assignment: 
A College Senate committee was looking into student complaints about 
the Writing Proficiency Exam (WPE), a mandatory test all students had to 
pass by their jimior year. Since I knew that many of my graduate students 
woxild be current or prospective secondary school writing teachers, I 
thought they might find the work of this committee intrinsically 
interesting. Otu: class could be involved in several areas of its work: 
interviewing faculty and students to discover their concerns about the 
WPE; designing a faculty questiormaire based on these interviews; 
^'Ede and Lxinsford (1984) critique the idea of transactional writing for its shallow notion of 
audience. They argue that it concerns the audience more than the writer, and consequently, that it 
creates imbalanced writing (see page 165). 
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analyzing the responses and writing a report on them for the Committee; 
and, if there was time, evaluating and selectively revising existing print 
materials about the exam. (70) 
Mansfield explains that this task required a thoroughly collaborative approach 
between both students and instructor, and she cites several benefits of this 
transactional type of assignment such as (1) providing students with new types of 
writing; (2) providing insights into the complexity of audience and of the 
collaborative process involved in writing the survey; (3) encouraging reflection 
about what constitutes "real" writing (81). Further, while the "Writing for the 
Public" class was a graduate class, Mansfield suggests that "we might want to 
think more about ways in which less advanced writers—perhaps even first-year 
students—could be given opportunities to make some of the discoveries my 
seminar students made" (81). Specifically, Mansfield suggests that having 
undergraduate students explore writing outside of the classroom helps them 
realize purposes and audiences for writing other than academic audiences 
(teacher) and purposes (evaluation). Mansfield makes a strong case for exploring 
writing purposes and audiences outside of traditional academic essays, and her 
experience demonstrates, I think, a dialogic approach that engaged students, 
teacher, and those faculty and students affected by the survey. 
Although this "transactional" or "real" approach complies with dialogism, 
and although it might introduce students to nonacademic purposes and 
audiences, it can be problematic. One problem with this approach is that 
students have difficulty writing for both a public audience and a teacher 
audience. That is, the public approach reqtiires students to write for audiences 
other than teachers, but then students are ultimately evaluated by a teacher. 
Mansfield admits to this diffictilty, calling it a "paradox" (72), but neither Kent 
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nor Ward admits to this problem in their descriptions of a dialogic pedagogy. 
The problem of this dual audience, and, indeed, dual pvirpose, can potentially 
thwart a dialogic, transactional, or "real" approach. For example, Joseph Petraglia 
(1995) argues that imdergraduate students—unlike, perhaps, the graduate 
students in Mansfield's class—may not be able to make the leap to writing for an 
external audience, resulting in what he calls "pseudotransactionality," or writing 
that is "solely intended to meet teacher expectations rather than engage in a 
transference of information for the purposes of informing the uninformed or 
demoristrating mastery over content" (21). Said a bit differently, Petraglia 
suggests that students may more often write to the academic purpose 
(evaluation) rather than to the transactional purpose; therefore, the doctiments 
they produce may be less transactional than teachers would hope them to be. 
Clay Spinuzzi (1996) notes this same problem in terms of gerures and activity 
networks. In "Pseudotransactionality, Activity Theory, and Professional Writing 
Instruction, " Spinuzzi suggests that workplaces and classrooms represent 
different activity networks and use different genres for commtmication (299). 
Because of these differences, students often may fall back into the activity 
network and genre that is most comfortable for them—the academic 
community: 
The student's past encoimters with a genre and awareness of the teacher's 
goals cannot help but affect the gerure's form. What results is a genre 
adapted for meeting the object(ive)s of the particular classroom [activity 
network] in which the student writes, not the object(ive)s of a particular 
workplace. (301) 
We might conclude, then, that the success of transactional, "real," or 
public writing assigrunents depends on the students' ability to coiisider the 
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assignment as real. Petragiia also comes to this conclusion; "To question the 
transactive value of a writing tasks is not to question whether or not the exigence 
for writing is real in any objective sense, but whether (and the serise[s] in which) 
the writer is able or willing to legitimate it as real" (29). The fact remains that 
students have difficvdty balancing the academic, evaluative purpose of their 
writing with a practical, trarisactional purpose for outside audiences. These 
doctiments ultimately caimot escape teacher evaluation. 
Despite this limitation, another advantage of the public interaction 
approach is that it, finally, helps illustrate the role of interpretation in the 
writing act. What this boils down to is that public or transactional audiences and 
purposes encourage students to write to those situations rather than to codified 
systems or processes for writing. In other words, when students are encouraged 
to write for public audiences, they realize that prior knowledge they gain from 
their writing classes about process provides general, but not specific, guidance for 
writing situations. Instead, public writing assignments may encourage students 
to adjust their ideas of generalized writing conventions to the specific situation 
at hand. As a result, they might rely on communicative interaction between 
themselves and their audience, for only through these interactions can they 
begin to understand audience expectations for a written document. This mearis 
that conventions and general processes for writing that are described in textbooks 
become simply "crutches," as Davidson calls them, that assist but do not 
determine commimicative interaction involved in the writing act. 
In essence, the point here is that conventions and codified processes for 
writing may not always be generalizable. This argument is not much different 
from Kent's radical reconceptualization of writing pedagogy in which he suggests 
that dialogic interaction—rather than systemic conventions or processes— 
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comprise the writing act. This point is central to the hermeneutic imiversalist 
perspective, as Kent explains: 
Following Davidson and Derrida, I mean to suggest only that language 
makes convention possible; convention does not make language possible-
No one questions ^e claim that convention aids conunimication, but as 
Davidson points out, after we make this claim and after we demonstrate 
that the claim possesses validity, we have said nothing about the nature of 
language. We have commented only about one feature of language: its 
sufficient ability to generate social conventions. Language does not 
represent a superstructure built on convention; language provides the 
base on which a superstructure of conventions resides. (35) 
The role of conventions described by Kent here has important 
implications for writing pedagogy. If language makes conventions possible, and 
not the other way around, it does not make sense to teach conventions and 
expect students to leam how to communicate from them. Rather, students must 
surrender to the indeterminacy of situated dialogues and adapt their knowledge 
of conventions to those situations. In other words, students must leam to 
balance conventions with the situation at hand. Susan Wells (1986) describes 
this balance in terms of helping students move beyond conventions in a 
technical writing class: 
A pedagogy for techrucal writing would begin, then, by teaching students 
the conventional structure of purposive-rational discourse, but then go on 
to identify the rhetoric of strategic claims to authority, to demonstrate the 
contradictions between these strategic claims and the purposive-rational 
intention of technical discourse, and to suggest how such claims can be 
contested. . . [The teachers' aim] would be to work with the structures of 
technical discourse so that students can negotiate their demands but also 
be aware of the limited but real possibility of moving beyond them. (264) 
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Labeling this type of approach "intersubjective rhetoric," Wells asserts that an 
intersubjective rhetoric "would refuse to confine itself to the normal topics of a 
composition course—organization, usage, the conventions of an academic 
paper" (265). Instead, Wells suggests that an intersubjective rhetoric 
would accept as its paradigmatic situation the communication of equals 
who attempt to xmderstand each other, not because such communication 
is 'normal' or usual, but because it is normative: it generates the 
expectations with which we enter speech situatioiis. (265) 
Wells illustrates what for me is a key point in public interaction assignments in 
writing classes: interaction, rather than conventions, become central. And, 
fostering an interactive writing environment is central because we cannot 
examine interpretation without first examining commxmicative interaction. 
In different curricular contexts this public interaction, brought on through 
transactional or public assigriments, might go in different directions. Three 
particular curricular contexts come to mind, though some of these contexts 
might be more amenable to public interaction than others: 1) first-year 
composition; 2) technical or professional writing; 3) writing-across-the-
disciplines. 
First-year composition is perhaps the most difficult context for public 
interaction assigrunents for several reasons: first-year students may not yet have 
developed an understanding of rhetorical elements such as audience and 
purpose, and the assignments typically assigned in first-year composition such as 
narration, exposition, or description don't require much interaction with the 
audience. In fact, many first-year writing courses try to help students simply get 
over the fear of writing by having them write about their own personal 
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experiences.^- These type of assignments may not encoxirage students to think of 
an audience beyond their teacher (evaluator) or peers. Or, these assignments 
might encourage students to think of themselves as a primary audience in order 
to "free up" their writing. In Writing Without Teachers, for example, Peter 
Elbow (1973) encourages student writers to ignore the audience as they tap into 
their own goals for writing: 
So instead of letting the standards of the readers call the shots for you, 
gradually you come to make your own decisions as to what is good and 
bad, and use the responses of others to help you fulfill your own goals, not 
their goals. You are interested in their responses and you leam from 
them, but you no longer worry about them. This nonworrying frees your 
writing. (126) 
Because first-year students often have trouble envisioning an audience 
outside of their writing classes, public interaction assignments used in the first-
year composition classroom might simply help students solidify the idea of 
audience and purpose other than their writing teacher. First-year composition 
courses in argumentation provide ample opportunities for students to write to 
audiences other than their teacher or peers. Students could write to argue or 
convince a particular audience either for a particular point of view or even for a 
policy change. For example, a policy change paper might argue that there needs 
to be more parking available on campus for commuter students. In completing 
the paper, the student or students writing about the topic may converse with 
university parking officials to find out what the current situation is and how or 
if it can be altered. In researching the topic and talking with imiversity officials, 
students may also discover who, specifically, would be their most receptive 
coiorse this does not comprise all first-year composition instruction. In addition, some first-year 
students taking composition may have had public writing experiences in high school writing 
classes. 
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audience. To whom should they write their argument? Parking officials? The 
president of the university? Student senate? Such an assignment would reqxiire 
students to identify their audience and then, interact with that audience to find 
out how they can better shape their argiunent. 
Another argumentation assignment first-year composition teachers could 
assign is an editorial for a local or university newspaper in which students must 
present a point of view and support it with evidence. This type of assignment 
would encourage students to identify an audience outside of the classroom— 
such as the Iowa State Daily—as the reading audience for the editorial. Having 
read editorials in the university newspaper and considered themselves as part of 
the audience, students might more easily visualize an audience other than their 
writing teacher. 
The context of a technical or professional writing class provides more 
opportimity for students to interact publicly with their audiences than a first-year 
composition course. Oftentimes, technical or professional writing courses are 
jtmior- and seruor-level courses rather than first-year courses; thus, these 
students may already have a basic understanding of audience and purpose for 
writing. Further, the students who are generally encouraged to take technical or 
professional writing courses might be from more technical fields such as 
engineering and might have practical workplace experience to help them 
visualize audiences outside of the academic classroom. In addition, technical 
and professional writing courses often have the goal of introducing students to 
workplace writing. Thus, the invitation to write to outside audiences in a 
technical or professional writing course may be accepted and encouraged more 
easily than in a first-year composition course. Professional writing courses might 
include assigrunents such as correspondence, reports, instructions, or manuals— 
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each with specific audiences. One public interaction assignment might 
encourage students to write a set of instructions for a workplace audience, such 
as the topic "How to Clean a NOAA Weather Station Radio" (written by one of 
my former students in a techrucal writing class) for an audience of student-
workers at the weather radio station. Another example might be the topic "How 
to Complete a Chemical Titration"—a section in an tmdergraduate chemistry 
course lab manual—that a group of students wrote in another technical writing 
class as a collaborative project. Similarly, in correspondence assignments, 
students could send electronic mail or write letters directly to company 
representatives to gather information about a specific product and inquire about 
the instructions written on the product. 
Through writing for audiences other than the teacher, students in 
technical or professional writing courses are free to interact with the outside 
audiences to develop a better understanding of the purpose for their writing. In 
the next chapter, for example, I describe a "public interaction" writing project that 
I assigned in two of my technical commimication classes. In this project, I spoke 
with a doctor from a local allergy clinic who needed revisions of several 
documents for patient use. The doctor agreed to let student teams in two of my 
technical communication classes revise documents from the clinic, and he chose 
the best revisions for actual use in the clinic. Throughout the project, the 
students commtmicated, oftentimes through me as instructor and mediator, 
about what needed to be included in the document, about the most important 
messages in the document, and about the primary and secondary audiences for 
the document(s). Students were free to explore through this experience the 
reality that textbook conventioris we had discussed in our technical writing class 
had to be adjusted to fit the needs of the dociiment they were creating for clinic 
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patients. Projects similar to this can be set up so that professional or technical 
writing students can interact with the audience directly. 
A third context in which public interaction may be encouraged is in 
writing-intensive courses in disciplines outside of English. Since these 
disciplines often seek to strengthen writing in their courses that reflect workplace 
writing in their disciplines, disciplines outside English may eagerly incorporate 
assignments that help students practice workplace writing. For example, a 
horticulture Professor at Iowa State University regularly incorporates a 
newsletter writing assignment in her Introduction to Horticulture course. In 
this assignment, students interview two horticulture professionals and then 
write two articles based on those interviews. They then write a newsletter based 
on the two articles. Through this assigrunent, students interact with horticulture 
professionals but also write interesting articles that may be employed in a 
horticulture university publication. 
Writing-intensive courses outside English may also view written 
assigrmients as an opportimity to complete a project for a workplace audience. 
That is, writing intensive assignments might be used to help students in 
apprenticeship projects. Such was the case in another Iowa State University 
course, this time in Agronomy, called Groimd Water Technology. In this class, 
senior-level students divided into teams of three to foxir students to complete 
soil and water testing of a local farmer's land. The project required students to 
meet and talk with the farmer, complete the testing on the farmer's land, write a 
report of their findings and recommendations, and then orally present their 
findings to the farmer. This interactive project encoiiraged students to interact 
with the audience—the farmer—as often as possible to get a clear idea of what to 
include in the report. While the report was xiltimately evaluated by the 
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instructors of this course to assess agronomy knowledge, the content and even 
organization of the written report was tailored to meet the farmer's needs, and 
students developed a concrete understanding of audience and purpose specific to 
that commvinicative situation. 
If instructors are serious about following through with a thoroughly 
dialogic—yet interpretive—^writing pedagogy, they might create opportunities for 
their students to write to public audiences, much like Margaret Mansfield and 
others above did for their students. Projects such as these allow students the 
opportunity to write for audiences other than their writing teacher; they help 
students recognize multiple audiences for their writing (Forsberg 1989); they 
encotirage students to look beyond textbook conventions for writing; and they 
encourage students to engage in dialogue with other students, with the teacher, 
and with an outside audience about expectations for a particular project." 
Setting up these type of assignments, however, is only part of the work. 
Other work begins when students discover that textbook conventioris and the 
writing process do not alone comprise the writing act. Rather, through a 
dialogic, interpretive approach, students may discover that interacting with their 
audience—particularly a public audience—comprises the writing act. As 
teachers, we can encourage students to spend time reflecting on and interpreting 
these interactions with audience. Students may experience difficiilty with this 
approach, as they might realize that writing for public audiences requires them to 
accept the indeterminacy of the situation rather than the systematized or 
codifiable strategies that the writing process paradigm offers. However, 
In addition to setting up these projects, if teac±iers hope to examine interactions using the concept 
of the third space, they may also want to carefully record the project, either by video-recording 
clcLSS sessions in which students work on the project, or video-taping interactions between the 
nonacademic professional and the students. Teachers may also want to ask students to keep a 
journal about the project, writing in particular about any differences writing to a "real" auience 
makes, or writing to the difficulties that such a project creates. 
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examining communicative interaction for interpretation in the writing act may 
help students understand better the indeterminate nature of writing. As a result, 
students may discover the messiness of the writing act, rather than a neat, 
codifiable process. 
This public interaction approach, I believe, accommodates both 
commtanicative interaction and interpretation that is in line with the 
hermeneutic viniversalist argimient. In the next chapter, I detail a project in 
which I employed a public interaction assignment in a technical writing class, 
and I illustrate how the third space concept was applied to highlight 
interpretation in communicative interaction between students, teacher, and 
public audience. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 
THE THIRD SPACE AND CLASSROOM INTERACTIONS 
In chapter three I emphasized that a dialogic style of pedagogy does not tell 
us much on its own without also examining the role of interpretation in that 
dialogue. Examining interpretation through the concept of the third space may 
tell us not only what kind of dialogues occur in classrooms; this examination 
may tell us as well how interpretatioris of these dialogues influence the writing 
act. For example, an analysis of classroom dialogues in terms of the third space 
might reveal important misinterpretations that lead to final writings. In this 
chapter, I examine a specific classroom situation in which students wrote for a 
public audience, and I analyze this situation in terms of interpretation and the 
concept of the third space. 
The situation I discuss in this chapter involves two sections of a technical 
commvmication covirse that I taught at Iowa State Uruversity. In both sections of 
this technical commurucation class, the first half of the semester was spent 
reviewing rhetorical conventions about technical communication such as 
audience, purpose, context/situation, organization, design, expression, and 
support. In the latter half of the course, both sectioris of the technical 
cormnimication class engaged in a public writing assignment with a local clinic. 
Completing this project for the clinic involved dialogic and interpretive activity 
between students, myself, and a non-academic professional from the clinic. 
In my examination of dialogic activity in this particxilar writing act, I pay 
attention to episodes of commimicative interaction that I believe represent the 
third space. Specifically, I examine dialogues between students, myself, and the 
physician from the clinic that reflect misinterpretations, questions, or guesses 
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about expectations for written documents. I compare these expressed 
uncertainties to the final written documents. In completing this examination, I 
hope to examine indeterminacy in the writing act. While I do not claim that the 
examination in this chapter is the answer to failed attempts at establishing a 
postmodern pedagogy, nor is it an attempt to establish an interpretive pedagogy, I 
suggest that through an examination of interpretation in the writing act, we 
might better imderstand indeterminacy of meaning and situatedness that are 
characteristics of hermeneutic imiversalism. 
In applying the concept of third space to the dialogic interactions between 
students, teacher, and an outside professional (a "physician from the clinic), I was 
interested in examining the way that interpretation factored into the writing act 
through commimicative interaction. Particularly, I was interested in the 
interpretations and misinterpretatioris that occurred in the dialogic interaction 
regarding classroom descriptioris of technical commimication and workplace 
technical information. I was also interested in the influence of these dialogues 
on students' final doctament design. 
Through this project, I found that the third space examination generally 
foregrounded interpretations of commimicative interaction regarding (1) general 
expectations for the documents, and (2) technical information in the documents. 
These results suggest that the concept of the third space can be an explanatory 
tool for investigating miscommimications about technical or interdisciplinary 
information; furthermore, the third space examination, if shared with students, 
can illustrate the importance of audience expectations for written 
documentation. In these ways, the third space can demonstrate the instability of 
the writing act and the indeterminate meanings that surface in commimicative 
interaction during the writing act. 
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Because this project occxirred in a technical communication class, in the 
next section I briefly situate this clinic project by describing two central issues in 
technical communication. 
Technical Communication 
Technical communication is a field concerned with communication of 
technical knowledge in academic and nonacademic environments. As a teacher 
of technical commxmication, I have been concerned with two major issues that 
are prevalent in the field. One issue concerns the lack of a unified definition of 
technical communication, which can lead to confusion for students taking a 
technical communication course. In fact, because of this frequent confusion, I 
now devote a section of my course to discussing varioiis definitions of technical 
communication. 
In the past few decades, technical communicators have debated the nature 
of technical communication. Some scholars define technical communication as 
objective commimication (Britton 1975), or technical communication as 
communication dealing with or related to technology (Dobrin 1985). These 
definitions have been critiqued for limiting the definition of technical 
commimication too severely. For instance, Lee Forsberg (1987) argues that 
technical communication accommodates multiple audiences who might 
interpret the same information differently; Jo Allen (1991) argues in "The Case 
Against Defining Technical Writing" that reducing technical commimication to 
its relation with technology misses other important aspects of technical 
commimication such as the complexities of task, audience, and purpose. These 
debates about the definition of technical communication have led to a definition 
of technical communication that includes the combination of rhetorical concerns 
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such as audience, purpose, content, format, context, and commimication 
approach (Allen, 1991; Burnett, 6,1997; Lay et al. 6,1995). Because several 
definitions of technical communication exist, and because some scholars 
characterize techiucal communication as being difficult to define, students 
sometimes find the nature of the field confusing. 
A second issue that concerns me as a teacher is the degree to which 
technical commimication is an academic or nonacademic practice (or both). 
Although academic resources—such as techrucal commimication textbooks and 
research articles—are often based on nonacademic practices of technical 
communication, classroom instruction in technical communication should 
emphasize workplace practice as well, and sometimes this task is difficult for 
technical commvmication instructors in the academy. Technical commimication 
and other related fields such as business and professional communication often 
pertain to communication in workplace environments; thus, technical 
communication and related fields often fall under the imibrella of "nonacademic 
writing." Nonacademic writing, according to Lee Odell and Dixie Goswami 
(1985), is writing that occurs in professional commimication or workplace 
settings (see their collection of essays. Writing in Nonacademic Settings). In 
addition, nonacademic writing has been defined as "writing that gets something 
done, as opposed to writing that serves an aesthetic, cognitive, or affective 
function" (Cooper x, 1996). In contrast to these more concrete definitions of 
nonacademic writing, in Nonacademic Writing: Social Theory and Technology. 
Ehiin and Hansen (1996) suggest that "Clearly, a satisfactory definition for 
nonacademic writing is elusive" (2). These authors suggest that 
nonacademic writing will continue as a dynamic, changing field of study 
. . . .  T h e r e  w i l l  b e  n o  e n d  t o  i n v e s t i g a t i n g  n o n a c a d e m i c  w r i t i n g  b e c a u s e  
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there are no limits to the "settings of consequence" (Ackerman & Oates, 
chap. 5) to be studied and no limits to evolving technologies. There will 
be no end to defining nonacademic writing because to understand the 
term one must embrace so many themes. (2) 
While definitions of nonacademic writing differ, one common factor in 
these definitions is the emphasis on the workplace environment. Because of 
this emphasis, however, some scholars have expressed concern about how well 
nonacademic writing is taught in an academic envirorunent. For example, C. H. 
Knoblauch (1989) coimters the claim that nonacademic writing or 
commimication is based on workplace settings. In "The Teaching and Practice of 
'Professional Writing,"' Knoblauch argues that instruction of professional 
commimication is still very much tied to theoretical, rather than practical, 
notions: 
The point I prefer to make is that professional writing, insofar as textbooks 
define it, is altogether an academic conception, very much tied to school 
notions of literacy, language, and discourse, specifically those held among 
humanities faculty. (250) 
Knoblauch's critique draws important attention to the way in which technical 
communication is taught in college and university settings. How can technical 
communication be taught in a way that reflects nonacademic practice and yet 
upholds academic rigor? 
This issue has recently received attention in Technical Communication. 
the journal for the Society of Technical Communication. In an editorial titled 
"The Academe-Industry Partnership: What's in It for All of Us?" George F. 
Hayhoe (1998) addresses the differences between academic and nonacademic 
perceptions of technical communication. Hayhoe describes the sometimes 
adversarial relationship between academics and practitioners; "At its extremes. 
102 
this attitude manifests itself in practitioners who consider research and theory to 
be ivory tower games with no relevance to their practice, and in professors who 
regard practitioners as ignorant anti-intellectuals" (19). Hayhoe suggests a 
partnership between academics and practitioners of technical communication: 
Technical communicators in the academy and industry need to explore a 
new model of education for the next millenniimi, one that fosters, 
promotes, and actively pursues learning—and learning to leam. Only by 
discovering ovir own limitations and collaborating effectively with those 
whose strengths complement our own wUl we truly eiuich ourselves, our 
students, and our audiences. (20) 
Hayhoe's articulated goal is one I strive for in my technical conunimication 
course—that is, I work to combine academic and nonacademic goals and explore 
the uses of technical communication in both environments. Although there is a 
real need for research in this area, some studies already address the gap between 
academia and the workplace that Hayhoe articulates. For example, Craig Hansen 
(1996) explores the differences in the uses of technology in academic versus 
workplace settings in "Networking Technology in the Classroom: Whose 
Interests Are V^e Serving?" (213). Harisen found that academic contexts often 
use technology for networking—forming community—whereas nonacademic 
contexts use technology as a way to control information (201). 
Another study by Rebecca Burnett (1996) describes the complexities, rather 
than clear distinctioiis, of workplace and classroom environments. In "The 
Anatomy of a Dysftmctional Team/' Burnett investigated a project in which a 
student team completed research and a written report for a local engineering 
research laboratory. In this student/workplace project, team members were 
expected to apply their technical knowledge (gained from academic classes and 
work experience) to complete the research and report in a professional manner; 
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however, the team was not provided with substantive direction to help them 
bridge their classroom knowledge to the workplace envirorunent. Burnett 
foxmd, as a result, that the team had extreme difficulty completing the project in 
a way that satisfied the professional standards of the laboratory. Burnett 
suggested that there were a nimiber of factors that distinguished classroom and 
workplace collaboration; these factors overlapped and were unclear during the 
completion of the project. These factors included exigence and expectations, 
situatedness and context, formation of teams/groups, motivation, processes and 
strategies, knowledge of details, conventions, impact, and assessment (153). 
Burnett concluded that both students and professionals might have benefited 
from the project if it were organized differently: "A potentially more successfully 
model might be based on internships or apprenticeships—students working with 
professionals rather than for them" (154). 
I find Burnett's study helpful because it suggests that the distinctions 
between workplace and classroom enviroriments are not always clear; 
furthermore, I believe her suggestion for collaboration between students and 
professionals relates to Hayhoe's point about bridging the gap between classroom 
and workplace environments. Future studies like Hansen's and Burnett's may 
reveal differences and complexities in technical communication among 
academic and nonacademic environments that may help us bridge the gap 
between the workplace and the academy. 
These two issues—definition of field and the characterization of academic 
and nonacademic technical communication—concern me as a teacher because I 
want students to find relevance in the technical conummication course I teach. 
Furthermore, these issues raise pertinent questions for me that relate directly to 
the clinic project I describe in this chapter. How can professional 
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communication instruction integrate both classroom and workplace practices? 
My attempt to address this question is based on the clinic project that I describe in 
this chapter. In the clinic project, rhetorical imderstandings of professional 
commimication were combined with workplace practices. Students and I spent 
class time reviewing, discussing, and practicing technical commimication 
according to the formats, conventions, and rhetorical principles disciissed in our 
academic textbook. The documents that students revised for the clinic were 
different from any of the formats our textbook reviewed; therefore, the project 
seemed decidedly "nonacademic." However, some class discussions of rhetorical 
concerns such as audience, purpose, expression, and design were very relevant to 
the project. The differences and similarities between textbook conventions and 
workplace environments are interesting to explore in light of the current 
discussior\s about academic and nonacademic contexts in technical 
communication. 
In the next section, I describe more completely the technical 
communication classes that were involved in a project with a local clinic. 
Through this description, I point out some perceptioris of techiucal 
communication that the students in both classes practiced and discussed. 
FoUovydng that section, I describe the clinic project in more detail, my analysis 
using the third space, the results of the project in terms of the third space, and 
implications of the project for the third space and technical communication 
pedagogy. 
Technical Communication Course 
The technical commimication course at Iowa State University, English 
314, is a jimior/senior level course that is required for many major programs of 
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study. During spring semester 1997, the two technical commimication classes 
that participated in this project each had 24 eriroUed students. Students in these 
two classes represented a variety of majors including biology, engineering, 
agriculture, journalism, psychology, and chemistry. Most students in these two 
classes had eruroUed in technical communication becavise it is required for their 
major programs of study.^ 
English 314—Technical Communication—introduces students to various 
forms of oral, written, and visual commtmication that they may encoimter in 
their professions. Because technical communication often incorporates 
technology, and because many programs of study that require the course for their 
students emphasize technology, many of these technical communication courses 
are held in computer labs (both PC and Macintosh labs), which was true in my 
case. Both English 314 courses I taught that semester were "computer-
enhanced"—50 percent of all class time (one class day per week) was spent in a 
Macintosh computer lab. 
The imits, assignments, class discussioris, and daily work in the technical 
commimication course I teach incorporate the definition of technical 
commimication recently accepted by many scholars: technical communication is 
a compilation of rhetorical concerns such as audience, purpose, content, format, 
and context, and communication approach. These aspects of technical 
communication are included in assignments and discussions in my technical 
communication course; furthermore, these aspects are directly included in an 
"Evaluation Criteria" sheet that all students receive on the first day of class. (See 
Appendix A, Figure 1). 
^AU students agreed to participate in this investigation. See Appendix E, Human Subjects Form. 
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EXiring spring semester 1997, I structured the technical commxmication 
course around three major units that would encourage students to practice oral, 
written, and visual communication. These coiirse imits included (1) 
introduction to technical commimication, (2) technical instructions and 
presentations, and (3) feasibility report and collaboration. The first imit included 
assignments such as correspondence (memo and letter writing) and document 
analysis; the second vmit included assigrmients like technical instructions, 
usability testing, and oral presentations. The third imit of the course involved a 
feasibility report package that included a proposal, a feasibility report, and a 
presentation, each completed collaboratively. For this last assignment, I 
encouraged students to engage in collaborative projects that would be completed 
for a professional outside of the class. For example, during one semester a 
student group created a brochure for the owner of a language traiislation service. 
In completing the project, the student group met regiilarly with the owner of the 
service to discuss the content and design of the brochure, and they created a 
brochure that fit her publication and advertising needs. 
The major assignments of the course were supplemented by discussion of 
conventior\s for technical commimication. For example, in every unit we 
reviewed and discussed conventional formats for different types of technical 
documents. In the first unit, we reviewed correspondence formats such as block 
and modified block form for memos and letters. In the second unit, we reviewed 
formats for instructional documents such as inclusion of a list of materials, 
necessary definitions, numbering or bullets, and the use of command form or 
parallel structure. In the final unit, we discussed generic conventions for report 
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writing such as the inclusion of an introduction, overview, description of the 
problem, recommendation, evidence, and conclusion.^^ 
To supplement the assignments in the three units of the course, I assigned 
daily activities and exercises that pertained to rhetorical features of technical 
commimication such as audience, purpose, content, context, organization, 
support, expression, and design. For instance, students explored these rhetorical 
features through short, informal presentations that were dispersed throughout 
the semester-long course. In addition, students explored rhetorical features and 
practiced communication activities while completing regular computer exercises 
during our regularly scheduled lab days. (See Appendix A, Figure 2, for copy of 
syllabus and policy sheet for this course.) 
Local Qinic Project 
In teaching the technical communication course, as I indicated above, I 
actively seek opportunities to allow students to work on technical 
commimication projects with a public audience for the "feasibility report 
package." Often times this public audience is an academic or workplace 
professional outside of the classroom. Projects written for a public audience 
allow students to explore uses of technical communication beyond the classroom 
and textbook models that we explore in class. I have sought these kind of 
projects because I believe writing assignments that bridge classroom and out-of-
classroom experiences help students to imderstand concrete applications of 
technical commimication. In addition, these projects tend to solidify for students 
rhetorical concepts such as audience and purpose. 
^ These formats were taken from the textbook Technical Communication (4th edition) by Rebecca E. 
Burnett, which was the required textbook for the course. 
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Dtiring spring semester of 1997,1 came across a project that I thought 
wotild be fitting for the students in my two technical commtmication classes. 
The project involved revising documents for a local allergy cliruc. This project 
came about as a result of my visiting the clinic for allergy treatment. In late 
February or early March, I was treated at the allergy clinic for some allergic 
reactions I was experiencing. There I met with Dr. Chmura^^ who, as we were 
talking, discovered that I am a teacher of technical cormnimication. In response 
to my illness due to allergies, he gave me the standard patient doaaments, 
apologizing for their outdated appearance. And, as we were talking, we discussed 
the possibility that I might do some consulting with them to revise the 
docximents. As I left the clinic, and for a couple of weeks afterward, I realized 
that the project to revise the docximents was a perfect opportimity for the 
students in my technical commtmication classes. I then wrote a letter to Dr. 
Chmura (see Appendix A, Figure 3), asking if he would be interested in the 
possibility of my students revising the documents for him, free of cost, and then 
he would get the opportunity to select from those docximents the ones he liked 
best. Dr. Chmura enthusiastically agreed to the project. 
Three documents needed revising: (1) a patient corisultation form, (2) a 
"welcome" document introducing patients to the clinic, and (3) an informational 
document about various allergies, their causes, and preventioris for these allergic 
reactions. (See Appendix A, Figures 4, 5, and 6.) In our preliminary discussior\s 
about the project. Dr. Chmura articulated suggestions for each of these forms, 
which I describe in the following sections. 
^AU names in this investigation are pseudonyms. 
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Patient Consultation Form 
The patient consultation form (see Appendix A, Figure 4) is a standard 
form that patients fill out to provide the doctor with information regarding their 
medical history and also their physical work and home environment. The 
purpose of the document, according to Dr. Chmura, is to help patients identify 
their symptoms and to get patients thinking about symptoms they might not 
have thought about before. The audience of this document includes all patients. 
Since many patients are children, the audience includes parents of children. 
Rarely do children fill out the form alone; usually, in fact, the parents fill out the 
form for their children. The audience also includes adult patients who come to 
the allergy clinic for treatment. 
Dr. Chmura suggested several changes for this doamient dealing with 
audience, design, content, and organization. He noted first that the form focused 
too narrowly on an audience of patients who are children. On the first page of 
the docxmient, for example, the form asks for the patient's name and then 
"Parent's name." Dr. Chmura felt that the language should be all-inclusive for 
adult patients as well as patients who are children. Concerning design. Dr. 
Chmura noted that the original document was difficult for patients to use. In 
one section, for example, patients were supposed to circle their symptoms, but 
some of the longer symptoms were typed on separate lines, making this 
indication difficult. He requested a different design format for the symptom 
indications. 
The doctor also made suggestions for reorganizing the content of some 
sectioiis of the document. For example, he indicated that the section on 
symptom influences (in part IV of the original document) was "a mess." This 
section lists a mmiber of allergic symptoms but does not organize them into 
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appropriate allergic categories. The doctor suggested that segments be added to 
this section such as "dust," "mold," "pollens," "arumal danders." Or, symptoms 
could be divided into even larger "non-allergic" and "allergic" categories. He 
suggested that some research on these categories might be helpful to make sure 
they are exclusive. He made a similar organizational suggestions for a later 
section of the document. 
The Welcome Document 
A second document about which the doctor requested changes was a 
"welcome" document—a standard document for all new patients (see Appendix 
A, Figure 5). This document had the purpose of welcoming patients to the clinic 
and providing contact information, first-visit information, an explanation of the 
clinic's function, and a list of medications that patients had to avoid before their 
first visit. Although the doctor did not make specific suggestioris about this 
document, he pointed out that the doctunent had become a hybrid of phrases 
from doctors who had previously worked at the clinic. Because information had 
been added and subtracted during various doctors' stays there, an inconsistent 
voice ran throughout the document. The document also had some glaring 
organizational errors. Furthermore, because the document had small margins 
due to its type-written and Xeroxed format, it excluded the last three lines of the 
document. The document needed a substantive edit and visual redesign. 
Allergy Information Document 
The third document, the allergy information document (see Appendix A, 
Figure 6), had the purpose of educating patients about their allergies. Patients 
received this docimnent after they completed their consultation and had been 
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diagnosed as having certain allergies. This docximent, then, indicates patient 
diagnosis and provides information about various allergies, their causes, and 
possible measures to prevent them. 
Within this document. Dr. Chmura fotmd few, if any, word or sentence 
changes that needed to be made. Rather, he was more concerned with the design 
of the document. The original document was type-written (single-spaced) on a 
conventional format. It was dertse and difficult to read. The doctor suggested a 
redesign for the document into a booklet format, or a brochtire, or some other 
type of appealing format with wider margins and a more appealing font. 
After speaking with Dr. Chmura about these documents and about the 
project, I recorded his specific suggestions for each docximent so that students 
would have concrete suggestions for revision (see Appendix A, Figure 7). Given 
these three documents from the clinic and suggestions for improvement from 
Dr. Chmura, I then had to propose the project to the students in my technical 
commtmication classes. 
Negotiating the Clinic Project 
By the time I had talked with Dr. Chmura and he had agreed to the project, 
my students and I were approaching the third unit of the course—collaboration 
and report writing. For an assigrmient called the "feasibility report package," 
students were to work with a group to create a doamient that solved a particiilar 
problem or need. Then they were to write a report about the document they 
created and discuss why it addressed the problem appropriately. The clinic 
project—though not originally part of the course syllabus—fit well into this last 
unit of the course. Because I didn't want to choose projects for students, I 
decided that it would be best to give students an option of choosing the clinic 
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project or their own project instead. Becaiise of the size of the project, and the 
opportunity for students to talk with Dr. Chmura during the process, I decided to 
give students yet another option—the option for all students in both classes to 
complete the project. If students agreed to this third option, I suspected that the 
class environment might undergo change. 
To "pitch" the project to my classes, I devoted one full class period (in both 
sections) to proposing the project and my guidelines for the project. I first listed 
the options available to the students: (1) choose their own group project; (2) 
choose the clinic project as a group project; (3) choose the clinic project as a class 
project. Students in both classes wanted to hear more about the clinic project. I 
described the project and suggested that if they were interested, we would do the 
project as a class and everyone would work on it. Most students, seeing this as 
an opportunity to do something spontaneous, were eager to attempt the project. 
Consequently, the majority of students in both classes voted to complete the 
project, and some even thought that it would be "cake" compared to the original 
feasibility report package assignment. However, there were a few students in 
each class who were impersuaded and who wondered how their individual 
performance would be affected by this project. But somehow the other students 
convinced these few to go along with the project, and in the end, all students in 
both classes participated in the group project. 
Continuing the pitch, I introduced the three clinic documents that Dr. 
Chmura had given to me. I suggested that this assignment would have to be a 
group project, but each class could divide themselves up however they wanted 
and then each group could decide which or how many of the cliruc documents 
they chose to revise. Ultimately, however, I suggested that each class (not each 
group) had to at least provide one revision of each of the three dooraients. After 
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completing the documents, the doctor would then choose which docximents he 
liked best and shoxild be used for the clinic. In a sense, then, the classes and in 
some cases groups within the classes were in competition with one another. 
Following the class period in which I proposed gmdelines for the project, 
another class period was devoted to letting students decide how the project 
might be completed. One class—^I'll call it Class A—decided that class members 
would break up into four groups and have each group tackle aU three of the 
documents. One student in particular led the decision making process in Class 
A. "It can't be that difficult or take that much time," she declared. She 
aimoimced to the class that each group could revise all three documents and that 
it would be easy. Her opinion apparently swayed the class; consequently, this 
class decided to break into four groups and have each group tackle revisions of 
all three documents. In contrast, the other class—^I'U call it Class B—thought it 
would be "crazy" to divide into groups and each attempt to do the whole project. 
Instead, Class B decided to divide the entire class into two large groups: 12 people 
for the "pre" documents (Patient Consultation Form and Welcome Docimient) 
and 12 people for the "post" document (Allergy Information Document). The 
pre-document group divided itself into half yet again so that one group would do 
the Patient Consultation Form while another group did the Welcome 
Doctm\ent. In this class, then, each group tackled only one of the three 
documents, and together they completed the documents for Dr. Chmura. 
Data 
As I have explained, my goal for the technical commtmication course was 
to bridge classroom discussions of rhetorical principles mentioned in our 
textbook with a workplace writing assigiiment. Because I found this project an 
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exciting and unique opportunity to explore the differences between classroom 
and workplace technical communication, I carefully collected data both during 
and after the cliruc project. Data primarily consisted of two forms: written 
documents and oral discussioris. Written documents included the original clinic 
docximents (already described previously); student revisions of these documents; 
final revised docimients; student feasibility reports on the project; written 
student evaluations of the experience; and my journal notes about observations 
of the project. 
Keeping in mind that this project was an ideal opportunity as well to 
examine a dialogic and public interactive approach to teaching writing, I carefully 
recorded (with permission from all participants—see Human Subject Form in 
Appendix E) various oral discussions that occurred during the project. These 
recordings consisted of video-taped classroom discussions about the project; 
video-taped team discussions in the classroom and computer lab; video-taped 
discussions between the doctor and students; e-mail exchanges between students 
and myself during the project; and video-taped final presentations at the end of 
the project. 
Video-recorded dialogues occurred in three different contexts. One context 
consisted of our regular class discussioris during the project. This context shows 
interaction between students and other students, and between students and 
myself during regular class periods. These interactions took place in our regular 
classroom and the computer lab. A second context for video-recordings was 
student-doctor discussions in which student groups presented their revised 
docimients to Dr. Chmura. After completing the project, each student group had 
the opportunity to present its final document(s) to the doctor and explain what 
they did. The dialogues were limited to 15 minutes per group and were held in 
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an informal setting that allowed the doctor and the students to interact freely. 
Finally, the third context for video-recording was the final student presentations 
for which the doctor was not present. These presentations were part of the 
"feasibility report package." While these presentations were graded by me and 
served an evaluative purpose for the class, they also served as a record for Dr. 
Chmura about the project. These final presentations were more monologic than 
dialogic; however, I found them helpful in summarizing the efforts of each 
student group. 
The Third Space Approach 
As I have suggested throughout this dissertation, the third space is a 
concept that represents the intersection of mismatched interpretations that 
might influence the creation of a written document. The concept of the third 
space, as I have developed it in this dissertation, addresses the role of 
interpretation in the production of discourse by applying Donald Davidson's idea 
of a passing theory to dialogues about writing. The clinic project that I 
investigate in this chapter provides an excellent opportimity to explore the third 
space because the data I have collected from this project consists of written 
documents (produced by the clirxic and my students) and nimierous recorded 
dialogues between participants in the project. Given these data, I carefully 
examined the dialogues I recorded between students and students, students and 
teacher, and students and Dr. Chmura. Specifically, I looked for utterances in the 
dialogues where (1) expectatioris for the documents were articulated and 
speculated upon and (2) technical information was discussed and questioned. I 
speculated that these results might reflect differences in classroom and workplace 
expectations for technical commimication; I also speculated that these results 
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might show more concern for workplace expectations than classroom 
expectations.37 
I transcribed portions of these dialogues that reflected articulations or 
guesses about either expectations for the clinic documents or technical 
information. These transcriptions were from both Class A and Class B. I selected 
these portions on the basis of content—whether or not they showed 
imcertainties, questions, or guesses in the dialogue. I then analyzed these 
dialogue excerpts in terms of the third space—specifically Davidson's prior and 
passing theories. Prior theories, I surmised, were reflected in articulated 
expectations for the docximents, whereas passing theories were reflected in 
articulated guesses and questions about the doaunents. I was most interested in 
passing theories, whicli I identified with indeterminacy in the third space. For 
example, I was most interested in the guesses and questions that all participants 
in this project had about document expectatior\s. Given this analysis, I compared 
the portions of the transcripts that reflected the third space with the final 
documents that students produced. 
Results 
I foimd that the third space materialized in two broad categories. These 
broad categories included very specific, situated instances in which participants 
voiced confusion about either (1) general expectations for the clinic documents 
or (2) technical information about the documents. For each of these broader 
categories, I examined two excerpts from class discussions in which Dr. Chmura 
37in this chapter, I do not address evaluation, although it would make an interesting follow-up 
study. As it turned out, I was wrong about my speculation that students would be more concerned 
with Dr. Chmura's evaluation than my evaluation. Toward the end of the project, students were 
extremely preoccupied with the grade they might receive. Because the project was spontaneous, 
they expected me to be more lenient and their grades to be higher. 
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was absent and two excerpts from discussions in which students directly 
discussed their projects with Dr. Chmura. These excerpts were selected because 
they demonstrated confusion, doubt, or uncertainty about writing. 
Consequently, each of these excerpts comprises a "third space episode" in which I 
examine prior and passing theories more closely for indeterminacy in 
communicative interaction. I indicate passing theories within these episodes 
using boldface type. 
General Expectations for the Clinic Documents in Class Discussions 
As the project began, many discussions in both Class A and Class B were 
devoted to tmderstanding just what the doctor wanted from the cliruc 
documents. Dr. Chmura made concrete suggestions about the documents in our 
preliminary meetings. However, as students began working on the project, they 
had questions about these suggestions. The transcript excerpt below 
demonstrates a discussion in which class time was devoted to talking about 
document expectations. In discussions like these, I would ask students to relate 
questions they had about the project, 1 would write them down, and then I 
would ask the doctor for further clarification. I believe the excerpt below 
represents an episode of the tliird space in which various interpretations are 
negotiated through passing theories that are expressed in dialogue. 
In this first excerpt from Class B, a student, Lyn, asked about one of Dr. 
Chmura's suggestions regarding the "Allergy Information" doaiment (see 
Appendix A, Figure 7). The suggestion pertained to the addition of information 
to the document: 
3. Additional information: none. Don't want to give patients so much 
information that they won't read the document. Make the document 
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appealing (not too big) and inviting. It should not repeat information in 
the other booklets they receive. 
Because Ljna's group (v/hich also included Gary and Jim) was working on the 
Allergy Information Document, she wanted to clarify the suggestion, as the 
excerpt below demonstrates. ("LA" represents me, Lee-Ann. Bold comments 
represent passing theories within the third space episode.) 
Lyn: We need to see what's actually included in the [Welcome 
Document], um, because he said he doesn't want it repeated, and if 
he wants any of it repeated, is there anything he wants emphasized? 
LA: Do you need a copy of the [Welcome Document]. Is that what 
you're saying? 
Gary: That and— 
Lyn: It says on this sheet of suggestions "Do not repeat information from 
any booklets that all patients receive." What other booklets do all 
patients receive? 
LA: Um that all patients receive? OK? 
Lyn: Right. 
LA: Ah, that's a good question. I don't know. Um, I think the booklets 
he was referring to there are those booklets on childhood asthma or 
asthma in general—that you shouldn't repeat information that's 
there. 
Lyn: But should it re-emphasize it. I mean should we keep the little 
paragraphs that describe like, what hay fever is? 
The third space is represented by the collective utterances in this episode 
of communicative interaction. Within this episode, we can examine 
indeterminacy by looking more closely at passing theories expressed in dialogue. 
Passing theories are expressed, I believe, by both Lyn and me when we attempt to 
interpret what Dr. Chmura meant by "repetition" and the "information that all 
patients receive" in his suggestions for the docxmient. For example, Lyn asks 
specifically what Dr. Chumra means by "do not repeat information" and 
"information all patients receive." In resporise, I interpret Dr. Chmura's 
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suggestion by commenting "I think the booklets he was referring to there are 
those booklets on childhood asthma or asthma in general—that you shouldn't 
repeat information that's there." Articulations by both Lyn and me demonstrate 
passing theories about what the doctor had suggested. Because the doctor is not 
present in this discussion, neither I nor Lyn is able to get definite answers about 
our interpretations of his suggestions; instead, we express our passing theories to 
one another. 
Passing theories are also articulated in this episode of the third space when 
I try to understand Lyn's request. When Lyn first asks her question, I attempt to 
interpret her question: "Do you need a copy of the pre document. Is that what 
you're saying?" Lyn does not even address my question; instead, she tries to 
clarify her request by pointing to a concrete suggestion that the doctor had given. 
I had formed a passing theory in attempt to understand Lyn's request, but my 
passing theory was not an accurate interpretation of Lyn's request. This passing 
theory represents how student-teacher interactions can also contain mismatches 
of interpretation. 
Following the above exchange, the class discussion then focused on the 
purpose of the Allergy Information document. I found in this discussion 
another episode of the third space in which passing theories were made to 
resolve mismatches of interpretation. In response to Lyn's question about what 
information should be "emphasized," I brought up the issue of the document's 
purpose, and I suggested that the purpose was unclear. 
LA: So, I think part of the problem is goima be defining the purpose in 
that docximent, you know,... so that people right off the bat know 
what the purpose is. And right now, I don't know what that is. 
Jim: Just kind of like a summary, maybe of all the pamphlets he has? 
Maybe this is an overview of each. I was looking at those 
pamphlets, one's on asthma, one's on childhood asthma. 
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environmental controls for pets and household things, and all 
those things were talked about in the post document—^it gave an 
overview of each. 
LA: Yeah, right right right right. Yeah, it just glossed it all. But I don't 
know. From my point of view, I don't see a good sense of order, 
like why the questions are sequenced the way they are. 
Jim: Oh I see. 
LA: The range of questions is very different from the other booklets, so I 
don't think you need to worry about repeating information. But if 
you want to check out each one of those booklets and see how 
different the purpose is ... go ahead. 
In this excerpt, I seem troubled by the lack of a defined purpose in the Allergy 
Information docinnent. As the student, Jim, suggests however, the purpose of 
the document may be quite simple—to provide a brief summary of common 
allergic reactions that patients might experience. Despite this suggestion, I seem 
to believe that the organization of the Allergy Information document does not 
support the summary purpose by suggesting: "From my point of view, I don't 
see a good sense of order, like why the questions are sequenced the way they are." 
In this excerpt, then, both Jim and I are forming passing theories about the 
document's purpose. Again, because Dr. Chmura was not present for this 
discussion, we had only each other's interpretations to hear and corisider. 
Despite this discussion about Dr. Chmura's suggestion to avoid repetition, 
after this discussion Lyn and her group did not change their document (the 
Allergy Information Docioment, see Appendix A, Figure 11). At the time of this 
disctission, the content of their dociiment mirrored the cliiuc's original version. 
This version, as Lyn and Jim alluded to, included brief paragraph descriptions of 
common allergies. Lyn was asking in this dialogue excerpt if some of these 
sections repeated information in other documents that patients received. 
However, the discussion that evolved from her inquiry did not answer her 
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question about the doctor's suggestion. Clearly, I did not know the answer to her 
question and instead was interested in talking about the doctiment's purpose. 
Our passing theories were unresolved except for my suggestion to read through 
the other patient documents to see if information was repeated. The group 
responded to this indecision, ultimately, by not responding. They did not change 
their version of the Allergy Information Document at all. (Please see Appendix 
A, Figure 11.) 
Discussions such as the one shown by the excerpts above characterized 
many of the class discussions held at the beginning of the clinic project. The 
third space was made visible simply by episodes in which participants expressed 
questioris about the expectatioris for the document. Although both students and 
instructor—as writers—attempted to identify the expectations that Dr. Chmura 
had for the documents, our interpretatioris of the suggestions were 
indeterminate. This indeterminacy comprised the writing act as we worked on 
the project in the classroom. And, as the excerpts above show, most of these 
discussions about expectations for the document were not expressed in terms of 
rhetorical concerns such as audience, content, context, design, or expression from 
our textbook that we had discussed. Most often, students focused on the concrete 
suggestioris mentioned by Dr. Chmura as well as details pertaining to the project. 
Students wanted to know specific details about the project such as how long the 
doctor wanted the docxmients, if they should use color to produce them, how the 
documents were distributed to patients, and what type of paper would be used for 
printing. This finding was particularly interesting given that we had been 
discussing rhetorical concerns regularly in the classroom prior to this project. 
The fact that students were unfamiliar with the nonacademic enviroriment and 
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expectations for these documents added to the indeterminate nature of this 
particular writing act. 
General Expectations for the Clinic Documents in Consultations with Dr. 
Chmura 
Toward the end of the project, student groups talked directly with Dr. 
Chmura as they presented their projects.^^ During these discussions, students 
had the opportunity to check out their interpretations about expectations for the 
document. Like the classroom discussions about general expectations, in these 
discussions I found that indeterminacies about general expectations surfaced in 
commimicative interaction. Most often, these indeterminacies pertained to 
explanations of either rhetorical conventions for writing or workplace uses of 
the document. In the discussions that follow, I did not find many expressed 
passing theories. Rather, I chose the following excerpts because they 
demonstrated an intersection of differing interpretations about document 
expectations. These differences, though voiced, were often not negotiated, 
explored, or resolved through passing theories in communicative interaction. 
In contrast to class discussions that focused on nonacademic aspects of the 
clinic doctunents, I noticed that as students presented their docimients to Dr. 
Chmura, they often discussed their projects in terms of rhetorical principles we 
had discussed earlier in the coxirse. That is, when presenting their projects to Dr. 
Chmura, students seemed well able to combine their imderstanding of rhetorical 
principles and the clinic's specific needs for the doctunents. For example, two 
principles we disciissed in the first two imits of the course were audience and 
^Unfortunately, due to scheduling students did not get to converse face-to-face with Dr. Chmura 
until the very end of the project. Discussions with Dr. Qtunura at all stages of the project may have 
helped students clarify document expectations more quickly. 
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design. In a presentation of their newly designed Patient Consultation Form, a 
student group referred to their use of bold print as a design tactic that influenced 
the audience (see Appendix A, Figure 8 for use of bold print in student 
document). In the excerpt below. Jack and Ray describe for the doctor their use of 
boldface type to direct the audience toward important or relevant information 
(notice that there are no passing theories in this episode of the third space): 
Jack: One of the things I like about this, and the other documents that 
we've seen through the class, I've seen is that as a patient coming 
into an office and seeing this, I mean, I might not have an idea of 
some of these things and so bold things direct you. You want to 
read and you see when you need to read it. 
Ray: It directs yovir eye across the page and to what you need to read. It 
does this naturally. And it focuses the document toward the 
audience and toward what they would want to read. We tried to 
make it simple. 
Dr: In fact that was one of the problems with the original document is 
that, ah, ah, it ah, a lot of times people would pick up the original 
form and say, you know, I'm not here for a kid, I'm here for myself, 
so. . . yeah this is nice. 
I have categorized this excerpt as a third space episode becavise, as I 
explained earlier, it demonstrates various interpretations of document 
expectations. This excerpt is an example of different prior knowledge that is 
expressed in commtmicative interaction without negotiation or resolve through 
passing theories. In this excerpt the third space helps us to understand how Dr. 
Chmura and the students do not reach a determinate understanding of the 
rhetorical characteristic, audience. Although Jack and Ray talk about how they 
addressed audience in their revised docxmient. Dr. Chmura comments about a 
problem of audience from the original document. Notice that Jack assumes the 
role of a patient when he suggests that, "I mean, I might not have an idea of 
some of these things and so bold things direct you. You want to read, and you 
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see when you need to read it." Ray adds to this interpretation of audience when 
he suggests, "And it focuses the document toward the audience and toward what 
they would want to read." Both Jack and Ray have interpreted what the 
audience would need to read. In response. Dr. Chmura does not comment on 
the information that an audience would need emphasized, but he responds to 
what he perceives as the problem with audience: "In fact [audience] was one of 
the problems with the original document. . . " . This brief exchange 
demonstrates their different interpretations about audience. 
This third space episode also helps us to understand how the students and 
Dr. Chmura interpret design differently. Notice that in this excerpt Ray and Jack 
are interested in discussing their use of bold print, which is something they 
constructed in the overall design of their document. They have targeted key 
words and phrases and bolded them for emphasis. The doctor does not pick up 
on their reference to design at all; iristead, he relates the conversation to his own 
prior theory about the docimients' problems with audience. In this discussion, 
few connections were made between the students and the doctor regarding 
academic expectations such as the use of appropriate design strategies (that is, no 
passing theories are evident). This lack of connection is perhaps due to their 
varying interpretations about design. 
Later in this same group discussion, the doctor did, however, comment on 
his prior knowledge about the dociiment's design and purpose. In the excerpt 
below, a member of the group, Tim, asks Dr. Chmura if he has any questions 
about their work. In response. Dr. Chmura does not ask questions but rather 
comments on the clinic documents. This excerpt is not an example of the third 
space but rather an interesting and helpful explication of Dr. Chmura's prior 
knowledge about design and piirpose. 
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Tim: Any questions? 
Dr.* Um, ah, gosh. Ah, it's interesting, you know this is a document, as 
much as I hate it, or hated the original format, ah, I've been staring 
at it for the past three years. Ah, and every time I get the invitation, 
I have to go back and review this old document. Ah, it's kind of 
become sort of like an old dysfunctional friend. You know, it's kind 
of neat to see it get sort of a face lift. So that's great. 
[break] 
Dr: You know the um, the rules of medicine are changing. And ah, 
having forms like this included in your, yoxir patients' encoimter 
with you goes a long way towards satisfying the chart boggers (?) 
that act like something has transpired in a patient's' visit with you, 
you know what I mean? 
Tim: Um hm 
Dr: They're interested in reviewing the content of your notes and so if 
you actually have some soft of function beyond ah, this form that 
the patient fills out. For example, there's a function beyond just 
letting me know. It lets somebody like the iiisurance company or 
Medicare or Medicaid know that we did something while they were 
here. 
I believe Dr. Chmura's comment here confirms the mismatch of 
interpretations that the previous third space episode demonstrates. Here he 
comments that the new design is difficult to absorb because he is accustomed to 
the original document that has become "sort of like an old dysfunctional friend." 
The rhetorical characteristics such as bold face type or even the use of white space 
or page layout—any of the design principles students may have presented to 
him—were not interpreted the same by Dr. Chmura and the students because Dr. 
Chmura was so influenced by his prior expectations for the docimient. 
In the comment above. Dr. Chmura also explains his prior knowledge 
about purpose as well. Recall that piupose had been a topic of class disciission 
when the project began. In this excerpt. Dr. Chmvira describes purpose in terms 
of "function" (in this excerpt he is talking about the Patient Consultation Form 
specifically). He says that the Patient Information Form has a function "beyond 
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just letting me know." The form is also a record for iiisurance companies. 
Medicare, or Medicaid. He again reveals his prior theory about purpose when he 
mentions "And ah, having forms like this included in your, your patients' 
encovmter with you goes a long way towards satisfying the chart boggers that act 
like something has transpired in a patients' visit with you, you know what I 
mean?" In fact, the students probably had no idea what he meant here. He may 
have been suggesting that having a thorough written record is beneficial for 
others who may need a written record, or he may have been suggesting that a 
thorough written record will get other people off of his back in terms of asking 
about what occurred during a patient visit. The point is that Dr. Chmura is 
voicing the document's purpose in terms of his prior theory about the 
docxmient's use. Clearly, the students and Dr. Chmura bring different prior 
knowledge about document expectations to their discussions. I believe that as 
the previous third space episode showed, these differences were expressed in 
terms of prior theories, but were not resolved in terms of passing theories.39 
As I've discussed in this section, many interactioris in this project revealed 
details about both classroom and workplace expectations for the doaxment. Class 
discussions often focused on interpretations of the doctor's suggestions for the 
documents rather than on textbook principles we had covered in the first half of 
the covirse. However, students began to apply these principles when they 
presented their work to the doctor, as they explained their projects in terms of 
rhetorical principles such as design. When nonacademic and academic 
expectations were shared between students and Dr. Chmura in face-to-face 
discussions, this analysis shows that students and Dr. Chmura had different 
interpretations of those expectations based on prior knowledge of the dociiments. 
wovild be very interesting to investigate further as to why these differences were not negotiated 
or resolved in dialogue. A future study might address this point. 
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The difference in interpretations, shown in the third space episode, demonstrates 
their (both students and physician) unresolved xinderstanding of the project. 
Technical Information in Class Discussions 
Another way in which the concept of the third space was evident was 
through disciissions about technical information relevant to the clinic 
documents. In the excerpt below, for example, a student group working on the 
Welcome Document (see Appendix A, Figure 5) was debating the meaning of the 
word "sick." In this discussion, notice that students and I expressed passing 
theories to resolve our different interpretations. 
LA: What are you guys working on? 
Jon: I don't know, ha! 
Ann: We're trying to define the word "sick." 
LA: What do you mean? 
Ann: Um, well, we don't like this sentence, but we don't know how to 
clarify it, so we're talking about that. 
LA: What's the sentence. 
Ann: "Sick patients will be seen right away." 
Jon: In an allergy clinic wouldn't everybody be sick? 
Ann: We're wondering how sick you have to be in order to be sick 
enough to be seen right away. 
Jon: instead of scheduling that— 
Dee: Do they actually do that? 
Jon: 'Terminally ill patients will be seen right away." 
In this excerpt, the students question the meaning of the word "sick" by 
assuming that all patients in an allergy clinic would be classified as sick. The 
issue for the students is how to convey information about scheduling "sick" 
patients. We see the students making active guesses about what the term means, 
as evidenced by Jon's somewhat sarcastic guess: "Terminally ill patients will be 
seen right away." The conversation continues: 
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LA: What else does [the dociunent] say about "sick"? What does it say 
before and after that [passage]? 
Ann: We just changed before that. . . it's talking about when, um, the ah, 
new appointments can be made and everything . . . what time span . 
.. it deals with weeks ... we could say "a regular follow up visit will 
take up to two weeks" unless you're going to die. ha ha [laughter] 
Jon: So is that what that sentence is referring to? A follow up visit? 
That if they find out in your initial visit that you're really sick then 
you'll be seen sooner? 
Ann: Can you say, you know, two weeks ... four weeks ... but if you 
really need to go, we'll book you in? 
Bob: How about "although sick patients can be seen right away," 
Ann: You see, I just, "sick." Everyone is "sick" or else they wouldn't be 
going to the clinic. 
Bob: Yeah, well// 
Sam: It's just the degree of sickness 
Bob: They're using "sick" to differentiate between// 
Sam: If they can live with it 
Bob: //between people who need attention right now. 
Dee: 'Those who need immediate attention" 
Bob: I think that's fine, "can be seen right away." 
Sam: "If you need immediate attention, you can be seen right away." 
Here the group seems to have arrived at an interpretation of the word 
"sick." First they question whether or not "sick" refers to follow up visits or a 
first visit. Jon articulates a passing theory about the meaning of the document 
when he says: "So is that what that sentence is referring to? A follow up visit? 
That if they find out in your initial visit that you're really sick then you'll be 
seen sooner?" Jon's questions are left imanswered, but the rest of the group 
continues to form passing theories about the meaning of the passage, until little 
by little they begin to define "sick" as Bob suggests, "people who need attention 
right now." Dee adds to this the word "inmiediate," suggesting an emergency 
situation. Sam puts their interpretatioris together in the sentence "If you need 
immediate attention, you can be seen right away." 
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In this conversation, the students formed passing theories about the 
expectations for the document without the benefit of Dr. Chmura's immediate 
response to the questions they have raised. After this class session, I mentioned 
the students' question about the meaning of the word "sick" to Dr. Chmura. 
When I received his response, I relayed it to Dee in the following e-mail 
message: 
2. What is the definition of a "sick" patient? In the document about 
welcoming the patient to the clinic, there is mention of priority given to 
"sick" patients. [The doctor] said that defining "sick" would be very 
difficult to do. His immediate resporise was that "sick" meant patients 
who had severe breathing problems. (He mentioned patients with 
angioadema). He admitted, though, that most aUergy patients will have 
problems breathing—so it couldn't be mentioned in ^e document that 
"sick" patients have trouble breathing. Instead, he suggested that the 
document states "Emergent cases in which symptoms are severe may 
receive priority." Or something to that effect. They key word there is 
"emergent," as in emergency. 
Notice the ways in which the students tried to define the word "sick" and the 
ways in which the doctor defined "sick." The students wanted to discuss "sick" 
in terms of time or scheduling: "sick patients will be seen right away." Dr. 
Chmura's response referred directly to medical conditions that might be related 
to the definition of sick: "severe breathing problems" or "angioadema." 
Although the students did not have this medical knowledge, even after reading 
his resporise they did not incorporate the medical definition. Instead, they 
emphasized the part of Dr. Chmura's suggestion that correlated with time: the 
word "emergent." Their final version of this section of the Welcome Document 
read as follows (see also Appendix A, Figure 9): 
Appointments 
You may see us by calling for an appointment. A new patient work-up 
and testing date generally can be obtained within four weeks. A regular 
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foUow-up visit may take up to two additiona) weeks, although patients 
with severe symptoms will be seen right away. 
As you can see from this final version, the students resolved the definition of 
"sick" by removing the word "sick" from the document and replacing it with 
more concrete description "patients with severe sjonptoms." They also kept 
awareness of the scheduling issue by acknowledging that these patients would be 
"seen right away." 
I discovered yet another episode of the third space regarding other 
technical information. A common stumbling block for students working on the 
project included the Patient Consultation form in which the doctor requested a 
specific organization for the symptom influences section of the form. After I had 
spoken with Dr. Chmura in our preliminary visit, I had written this suggestion 
down and handed it to students: "Symptom influences coiild be categorized into 
dust, mold, poUens, animal danders. It could also be divided into allergic and 
nonallergic categories. He says this section is 'a mess.' You may want to research 
some categories to make them exclusive. " Student groups working on this 
document, the Patient Consultation form (see Appendix A, Figure 4), 
consistently had trouble with this section of the document. One conversation I 
had with a student, Doug, relayed the confusion his group had with this section 
and Dr. Chmura's suggestion. 
LA: Are you sajdng it's redundant or what are you sa3dng. Repetitive? 
Doug: Well I just. To me these are clear boxes to mark some, something 
about you where it could go through N [nasal] and C [chest] and 
that But when it doesn't go through N and C it stops being 
complete because we've got seven different possibilities. Nasal, 
chest, [and if symptoms don't fall into these two categories], then 
what? 
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LA: Yeah, he, he did mention that those categories weren't complete. 
You know, they don't cover everything. 
Doug: Yeah right. So do you think it would be easier. So just leave them 
in boxes and just mark it and put an X in it? To me it would be 
easier for the patient. He's probably going to know what, like you 
said, might affect yovu: eyes and nose and what would affect your 
chest. 
LA: Um, yeah. I think he's trying to do is match these allergens to— 
Doug; To how it affects them. 
LA: Right. So that's the N and C. 
Doug: Right. But— 
LA: Hm. Good point. 
Doug; They've already said, you know, what kind of symptoms they get. 
So it's.. . to me it makes sense just to say what affects your 
symptoms than whether it affects your... without being specific, 
cause you could say three for this one and foxu: for this one— 
LA: Uh huh 
Doug: It's gorma be, they're going to be more depleted in. . . if I was fillin' 
this out and it said "mark which of these seven is affected by each of 
these 20 things here" I'm not going to, I'm going to look through it 
faster and not be as detailed so they could be more efficient and jtist 
have boxes set up and ignore the N and C stuff. 
LA: OK 
Doug: And that's my opinion. 
[short break] 
LA: Yeah, I don't know what to tell you about that. 
In this excerpt, Doug has made a passing theory about what might be easier 
for the audience. He has put himself in the place of the audience. Section IV of 
this document asks patients not only to indicate their symptoms, but to indicate 
their symptoms in terms of medical categories such as "Nasal" and "Chest." 
Doug makes the point that these classifications are not complete, and because 
some sjonptoms may not fall in these categories, he makes a passing theory in 
which he suggests that the document may be better if these categories were 
removed. Instead, his solution is to divide symptoms into "Direct" and 
"Indirect" categories. As seen in Doug's revision of this document (Appendix A, 
Figiire 10), Doug only describes a few symptoms as direct, and he describes many 
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more as indirect. The terms direct and indirect do not have medical significance; 
Doug simply fovmd them more helpful. 
Although Doug is aware of Dr. Chmura's suggestion, he essentially 
overrides Chmura's suggestion and makes another passing theory about what 
the audience might expect from the document and what might be easier for the 
patient to fill out. In response, I attempt to defend Dr. Chmura's suggestion 
through a passing theory about what I think Dr. Chmura means: "Um, yeah. I 
thirvk he's trying to do is match these allergens." But in the end, Doug does not 
consider this alternative. Instead, he leaves the conversation saying "And that's 
my opinion," whereas I comment, "Yeah, I don't know what to tell you about 
that." As a result, our interpretations about the document expectations are left 
imresolved, even though we both made guesses about the technical information. 
From this excerpt, we see that the nasal/chest distinction is xmclear to both 
the instructor and the student. Other groups struggled with this section as weU. 
In another discussion, a student, Andrew, voiced his confusion over the 
allergic/nonallergic categories: "So, is that like, nonallergic, does that mean a 
one time reaction to [an allergen]?. . . Well I mean, I don't know, I just. This 
seems just like a stupid section to me. Like something the doctor should just ask 
about." Students had a difficult time understanding the medical classifications 
that Dr. Chmura had suggested as organizational categories. In response, many 
of them seemed simply to eliminate those classifications, just as Doug's group 
did. I believe this analysis shows how interpretations of medical information 
directly influenced the students' final documents. The third space episodes show 
these different interpretations, and the excerpt here shows that these mismatches 
of interpretation were left unresolved. 
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Technical Information in Consultations with Dr. Chmura 
Groups received the opportunity to check out their interpretations in 
discussions with Dr. Chmura at the end of the project. For example, Doug took 
the opportunity in his group presentation with Dr. Chmvira to ask directly about 
the nasal/chest distinction in the original document (see Appendix A, Figure 4). 
Doug: One other thing that we did change about this ah, we weren't really 
sure how to do it I didn't before mention, I think in the old one 
here about 
Dr.: Chest and nasal? 
Doug: Yeah, right. And the problem we had with that is, what if it affects 
your sinuses, or something that isn't chest or nasal related? 
Dr: Like skin for example. 
Doug: Yeah, exactly. And without sa5dng "mark all 1 through 8 that apply 
to each of these," we thought that would be too cumbersome for the 
patient and they wouldnt've put the time into giving up accurate 
information. And we thought that this was about the best way to 
just make this a simple check box because the main point is that you 
can get the information you want, and it's hard for the patient, and 
if it's hard for them to read they are not going to fill it out 
acciurately. So this was the way what we came up with as far as 
handling that. I think that with the boxes—I noticed a lot of 
applications an)Tnore have these—a nice box where it groups the 
ii^ormation together. It's easier to fill out and to read. . . we feel it's 
a lot easier to read. This [original document] gets a little, ya know, it 
looks a little cluttered in places when you try to read it through and 
ah, something like this is right there in front of you. So. I guess 
that's ah. . . 
Similar to the classroom discussion, Doug acknowledges his confusion about the 
categories, but then proceeds by forming passing theories about how this 
confusion could be clarified. Although Doug expresses his hesitation with this 
section "we weren't really sure how to do it," in this conversation with Dr. 
Chmura, Doug nonetheless asserts his position in attempt to resolve the 
misinterpretation. 
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In response. Dr. Chmura takes time to explain this nasal/chest distinction 
and seems to suggest that this distinction important; 
Dr.: Without me getting technical, the trigger thing is a confusing thing. 
I've not been happy with this for ah, the main reason you might, 
like you say the nose chest thing, it is, a little confusing. But also 
the triggers aren't really stratified according to the t5^es of triggers 
that there are. We talk about allergic triggers. We talk about 
triggers for asthma and allergies, and asthma and (?) nasal 
symptoms as being either allergic or nonallergic. And one of the 
ways I thirik I, I, you know I don't know that I gave you guys the 
tecfmical information you needed to recognize that and none of the 
other groups did either. And I think one of the things I will do 
when I revise this is stratify, you know, put the mold triggers, like 
mowing. You might think of it as a grass trigger but it's really a 
mold trigger. It picks up the mold spores from the groimd. 
Christmas trees are a mold trigger. Ah, ah, things like basements, 
bams are all mold triggers whereas vacuums, dust, dustmite triggers 
or seasonal things like pollen triggers and ah, the stratifjdng those 
allergic triggers from nonallergic triggers. Like something like cold 
air would traditionally bother you know, a characteristically 
asthmatic patient. Exercise would bother someone with asthma. 
Even though it's not triggering allergen exposure. So probably. . . 
Dr. Chmura's response, together with Doug's comments, comprise a third 
space episode because their comments, collectively, illustrate varying 
interpretations about technical information. I have mentioned that Doug 
attempts to resolve this mismatch of interpretation by forming passing theories 
about what he believes the document should contain. Dr. Chmura, on the other 
hand, attempts to resolve the mismatch of interpretation by sharing the medical 
explanation for the nasal and chest categories in the docimient. Notice that in 
DT. Chmura's resporise I have not identified any utterances that express a passing 
theory. I have not identified passing theories here because Dr. Chmura responds 
by expressing his prior knowledge (or prior theory) about medical information 
rather than by forming a passing theory that questions Doug's response in order 
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to better iinderstand it. Dr. Chmura simply shares the technical knowledge he 
feels is necessary to clarify Doug's confusion. The result, I believe, is that this 
third space episode demonstrates different prior theories about technical 
information but little resolution or agreement about the misinterpretation. 
Instead, Dr. Chmura responds to Doug's misinterpretation using his prior 
theory about nasal and chest distinction by explaining in concrete examples what 
constitutes the distinction between allergic and nonallergic categories. Notice the 
different vocabulary used by both Doug and Dr. Chmura. Doug mentions that 
the patients may not be able to imderstand the form and so they will not provide 
"accurate information." Doug avoids the use of any medical- or allergy-specific 
terms. Instead, Doug slips into an explanation of design "check boxes," and he 
focuses on the visual organization of the section instead. Dr. Chmura responds 
by explaining "triggers" and his dissatisfaction with this section of the form. 
Through concrete examples (i.e., cold air is a nonallergic trigger). Dr. Chmura 
attempts to address Doug's confusion with the technical information. He does so 
by forming passing theories in an attempt to explain the technical information to 
Doug and the rest of his group. What is also interesting about this excerpt, 
however, is that while Dr. Chmura addresses the misinterpreted technical 
information, he does not respond at all to the design issues that Doug 
mentioned—the check boxes. Although Dr. Chmixra and Doug both expressed 
their prior theories about medical information, these excerpts do not show that 
they imderstood each other or resolved their misinterpretations. Rather, this 
analysis shows the intersection of varying interpretations about medical 
information. These varying interpretations contributes to their indeterminate 
imderstanding of the expectations for the project. 
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As the discussion continues, however, Doug and Dr. Chmura do attempt 
to resolve their mismatch of interpretations, though I believe they do so 
vinsuccessfully. Responding to Dr. Chmura's suggestion, Doug asks if his group 
approached the problem correctly (the excerpt below does not demonstrate a 
third space episode, but rather further explanation of the third space episode 
above). 
Doug; Is this kind of what we ... 
Dr.: Yeah, this is nice. You picked up on some of the nuance—that I 
didn't give explicit information to really—^but so far, I don't think 
anyone has picked up on direct or indirect or intriiisic triggers, 
nonallergic triggers. 
Doug; We were looking for something like under dust and then all 
categories that may affect it even though these can affect more of the 
mold and dust and things like that. 
Dr.; Yeah, yeah put it in some broad categories such as allergic and 
nonallergic categories, and then sub-stratify the allergic triggers into 
dust mold danders, and pollen. So that's great. Thank you very 
much. 
This continuing excerpt confirms the lack of resolve in Doug and Dr. 
Chmura's misinterpretations about technical information. Really, Doug's group 
had eliminated the broader categories of "allergic" and "nonallergic" and 
substituted them with "direct" and "indirect." Dr. Chmura is being generous 
here; while the stratification he suggested seems agreeable to Doug and his 
group, it was not enacted in the document. And even after this exchange 
(above), Doug believes that his group's interpretation of the medical information 
was adequate when in reality it was not medically accurate. This excerpt 
solidifies to me that the indeterminacy of this particular writing act shown in the 
third space episode earlier was not resolved; students were not sure of the 
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medical information and made their own decisions based on an indeterminate 
understanding of the information. 
For the most part, excerpts that addressed technical information 
demonstrate misinterpretations of medical information specific to the clinic 
doomients. These misinterpretations, revealed in the third space analysis, are 
important to the accuracy of the clinic documents. Even though Doug, for 
example, may have decided that his interpretation of the nasal and chest 
distinction was correct, because it was medically incorrect, his version of the 
document was not chosen. Dr. Chmura was kind to praise the work of Doug and 
his group, but had this been a workplace situation (i.e., a technical writer being 
paid for this work), these misinterpretations would have needed to be worked 
out more completely. At any rate, the third space helped to identify 
misinterpretations of technical information that were crucial to the doctiments. 
This analysis showed an indeterminate understanding of medical information 
that influenced the students' writing.-^ 
Discussion 
Much more could be said about this project, and the results I have shared 
here represent only a small part of the data I collected. However, I believe that 
even the few excerpts I have included here reflect the indeterminacy of meaning 
present in all writing acts, especially in the specific interactions between Dr. 
Chmtira and the students. And these excerpts reflect the various interpretations 
that can be generated in different commimicative interactions. In Table 1: 
Sununary of Third Space Episode Findings, I outline the various expectations 
^®In emphasizing knowledge about medical infonnation, this analysis shows the importance of 
content in the writing act. A future study may focus more exclusively on content as a factor of 
indeterminacy in the writing act. 
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Table 1: Summary of Third Space Episode Findings 
Students' and 
Instructor's Prior 
Theories about 
Writing 
Passing Theories 
(Questions and 
Guesses about 
Writing) 
Dr. Chmura's Prior 
Theories about 
Writing 
Classroom 
discussions 
about 
document 
expectations 
Brief descriptions 
about many allergies 
are included. 
What other 
documents are there? 
Does he want any 
information 
emphasized? 
Suggestion: Do not 
repeat information 
from the other 
docvunents that 
patients receive. 
Student/ Dr. 
Chmura 
discussions 
about 
document 
expectations 
Bold print 
emphasizes words 
that are important to 
the audience. 
Audience was a 
problem in the 
original document. 
Classroom 
discussions 
about 
technical 
information 
"Sick" patients must 
be seen right away. 
Aren't all allergy 
patients 'sick'? 
"Sick" means patients 
with breathing 
problems. 
Student/ Dr. 
Chmura 
discussions 
about 
document 
expectations 
N [nasal] and C [chest] 
organization is not 
helpful. 
Are the check boxes 
Ok? 
N [nasal] and C [chest] 
organization is 
important. 
expressed by Dr. Chmura and the students, and I outline some of the ways that 
the third space foregrounds questions and guesses about these expectations. 
As Table 1 indicates, in the excerpts dealing with classroom discussions 
about docximent expectations, the third space episodes foregroimd concrete 
questions about Dr. Chmura's expectations for the clinic documents. Questions 
about Dr. Chmura's concrete suggestions were frequently asked in classroom 
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discussions about the project; however, because Dr. Chmura was absent from 
these discussions, these questions were sometimes left unanswered. As a result, 
these discussions did not always influence the final written documents, as was 
the case in the first excerpt examined. 
In excerpts in which students and Dr. Chmura discussed expectations for 
the documents, the third space episode demonstrated varying interpretations of 
classroom or workplace expectations for the docimients. This excerpt shows the 
strong prior theories that emerged in communicative interaction (students often 
phrased their expectations for the document in rhetorical terms; doctor often 
phrased his expectations in terms specific to allergies). In this excerpt, students 
directly discussed their work with Dr. Chmura. Recall that in this excerpt, the 
student group discussed their use of design (bold print) to address the audience. 
In comparison to these more rhetorically-phrased dociiment expectations. Dr. 
Chmura's comments were very limited. Rarely did he comment about design, 
and his only comment about audience concerned the "problem" of audience. 
The doctor and the students did not seem to connect with each other or ask 
questioris about what the other said because both Dr. Chmura and the students 
were locked into their own interpretations. 
Similarly, various interpretations were evident when Dr. Chmura did 
mention aspects of the clinic doctiments that resembled academic expectations, 
like purpose (i.e., "function"). Students did not question or probe his corrunents. 
Perhaps this lack of response is due to Dr. Chmura's use of terms that were 
specific to his workplace environment (i.e.. Medicare and Medicaid). In this 
excerpt, although prior theories were expressed in terms of classroom and 
workplace expectations, no connections were made between students and the 
doctor. In this case the lack of passing theories, and the strong interpretations 
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based on prior theories, may have represented the gap between academic and 
nonacademic expectations for written documents. Or, the lack of passing 
theories could have demonstrated the students' lack of technical knowledge 
about allergies. 
In excerpts that showed classroom discussions about technical 
information, the third space foregrounded a compilation of passing theories 
about the meaning of a technical term. In this excerpt, students' formed guesses 
about the meaning of the word "sick," but then formed new guesses about the 
meaning of the word after hearing Dr. Chmura's explanation. In this case, 
students were influenced by the doctor's medical explanation of the word, and 
their final written document was influenced as well. 
Finally, discussions between students and Dr. Chmura about technical 
information demonstrated a misinterpretation of technical information. The 
student, Doug, argued that the "nasal" and "chest" categories should be removed 
from the original document; Dr. Chmura suggested that they were important to 
keep. Although Doug and Dr. Chmura had the opportxmity to discuss their 
varying interpretations, few connections were made. Doug and his group 
thought that their new version of the document was accurate, and Dr. Chmiira 
kindly complimented their work, although their understanding of the medical 
information was inaccurate. Even though both Doug and Dr. Chmura made the 
effort to check out their interpretations of medical information, their discussion 
did not result in a determinate imderstanding of the technical information. 
I believe that these results demonstrate that indeterminacy of meaning 
can resxilt from commimicative interaction in the writing act. Various 
interpretations were acknowledged in these discussions, but they did not 
influence the final written documents in the same ways. Furthermore, I believe 
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these results suggest that mismatches of interpretations were more often 
resolved through passing theories in classroom discussions than in discussions 
with Dr. Chmura. Rather, in discussions with Dr. Chmura, varying 
interpretations seemed to be only expressed and not resolved. This finding 
suggests that participants were sometimes unable to bridge different classroom 
and workplace expectations for the dociiments, though perhaps they may have 
been able to if they conversed regularly throughout the project instead of only at 
the end of the project. 
Implications 
These results have clear implications, I believe, for technical 
communication pedagogy. One implication is that academic conventions of 
technical communication alone do not comprise the writing act; rather, the 
writing act also involves the indeterminacy of meaning that arises from 
communicative interaction about writing. In this case, the writing act was made 
more complex by the different expectations for the document as well as the 
technical expertise reqxiired for the dociiments. I believe that the third space can 
be a strong explanatory tool for investigating miscommimications about 
techrucal or interdisciplinary information because it highlights different 
imderstandings of information that may emerge in communicative interaction. 
The ability to recognize these differences may benefit students as they practice 
communicating technical information. To introduce the third space in the 
classroom, teachers might have students enact dialogues that demonstrate 
miscommimications (particularly of technical information) and then discuss the 
dialogues in more detail. 
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Another implication for teachers of technical writing is that the third 
space helps to solidify an imderstanding of audience. If students have the 
opportunity to interact with their audience (or someone who has a solid 
imderstanding of audience)—particularly in a public writing assigrmient— 
students will realize that audience expectations for a document may differ from 
their own. By examining dialogues between writers and audiences, students may 
leam to identify these different expectatioris for documents. In addition, 
students engaged in discussions focused on Dr. Chmura's suggestions were 
learning to adapt their communication to a specific audience and purpose. By 
exploring and discussing the various interpretations of Dr. Chmura's suggestions 
and expectations, students learned that audience expectatioris are crucial to a 
document. 
Yet another implication of this investigation is that the third space can 
illustrate ways in which classroom and workplace notions of professional 
commimication mesh and do not mesh. Earlier in this chapter I mentioned that 
more studies might focus on the differences between academic and nonacademic 
conceptions of technical commimication to improve technical commtmication 
instruction. This investigation helped to identify classroom and workplace 
perceptions of technical documents, and as I pointed out, these perceptioris 
differed between general, rhetorical expectations (i.e., appropriate address of 
audience, use of content, and use of design) and specific, contextualized 
expectatioiis (i.e., what paper would be used for the clinic docximents, how are 
the documents dispersed to patients). 
The classroom and workplace differences, however, can also produce 
coiiflict. For example, while the third space revealed differences in expectations 
for the documents, the data here do not show how the final documents were 
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evaluated by me (letter grade) and by the clmic (chosen final documents). 
Students vinderstood the need to tailor these docimients to the clinic and to Dr. 
Chmura's suggestions; however, they were also graded by me. Students were 
conflicted by these expectations and wondered how or if they would be the same. 
A future study might examine how docimients are evaluated in both 
environments. Such an investigation might reveal varying motives for 
workplace commimication and help define the criteria for technical documents 
that bridge both general rhetorical concerns and specific workplace applications. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
INTERPRETATION AND WRITING CENTER PEDAGOGY 
In the last two chapters I outlined and described implications of 
hermeneutic universalism and the third space for writing pedagogy in the 
classroom. Interpretation has implicatioris for another site of writing 
pedagogy—the writing center. In this chapter, I argue that writing centers are a 
valuable site for investigating interpretation in the writing act. The setting of the 
writing center is different from the writing classroom in that writing centers 
exclusively focus on one-to-one interactions about writing through tutorials. 
Because writing centers emphasize one-to-one interactions, and because the 
interpretive perspective emphasizes commxmicative interaction, I argue that 
writing centers are an important, if not crucial, site for closely examining 
interpretation in the production of discourse. In addition, I argue in this chapter 
that writing center tutorials can exemplify indeterminacy of meaning and 
situatedness in the writing act that are characteristic of the interpretive 
perspective. 
In this chapter, then, I discuss the writing center as a site for the 
interpretive perspective, and I explain reasons why the interpretive perspective 
might provide helpful theoretical support for writing center pedagogy. One 
reason, as I already mentioned, is that writing centers and the interpretive 
perspective share an interest in conunurucative interaction. In addition, the 
emphasis on the indeterminacy of meaning and situatedness within the 
interpretive perspective matches the writing center philosophy that writing 
center interactions must be flexible and suited to the situation. Furthermore, 
the interpretive perspective—particularly the concept of the third space— 
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provides a way to evaluate dialogues about writing. Although current writing 
center literature focxises on ways to generate tutorial dialogue, the interpretive 
perspective provides a vehicle to examine the influence of these dialogues on 
the writing act. 
A union between writing centers and the interpretive perspective would 
have certain implications for writing center pedagogy. One important 
implication of this uruon would be that writing centers would be challenged to 
reconsider their description of writing center interactions as student-centered. In 
addition, research about writing center interactions might focus less on 
generating dialogues and more on evaluating these dialogues for interpretation. 
In the remainder of this chapter, 1 discuss in more detail ways in which 
the interpretive perspective can contribute to writing center pedagogy. To 
conclude the chapter, I outline implications for writing centers and 
interpretation, and I introduce a tutor-student situation that is the focus of my 
examination in Chapter Six. 
Interpretive Perspective and Writing Centers Focus on Communicative 
Interaction 
As I mentioned in chapter two, the interpretive perspective emphasizes 
commimicative interaction. According to the hermeneutic universalist 
perspective, the writing act is grounded in communicative interaction that is 
situated and indeterminate rather than systematic. Therefore, to examine 
interpretation in the writing act, we must also examine the communicative 
interaction that occurs within it. Davidson (1984) explains the term 
"conunimicative interaction" through the interplay of prior and passing 
theories. We may recall that Davidson exclusively focuses on one-to-one 
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interactions in his explanation of passing and prior theories and the role of 
interpretation in the reception of discourse. In fact, one-to-one interactioris 
provide an ideal setting in which to describe interpretation. In the last chapter, I 
examined a variety of interactions—some of them one-to-one—that influenced 
interpretation within the writing act. Commimicative interaction is important 
to the interpretive perspective because it provides a medium through which 
interpretations can be examined. 
Writing centers provide an ideal setting in which to examine 
communicative interaction in the writing act. Unlike the writing classroom, 
where multiple dialogues involving several people can occiir, the writing center 
focuses exclusively on one-to-one interactions between students and tutors. By 
looking at writing center interactions more closely, we might learn more about 
the situated, indetemiinate communicative interaction that influences the 
writing act. Writing centers, then, provide a rare opportimity to examine 
interpretation in the production of discourse. 
Because one-to-one interactions are integral to writing center practice, 
writing center literature is a rich source of information about dialogues that 
focus on vmting. In my review of writing center literature about one-to-one 
interactions, I discovered that one-to-one interactions are classified into different 
forms: tutor-student, teacher-student, and student-student interactior\s. Below I 
disctiss these types of interactions in more detail. 
Writing center tutorials typically involve one-to-one interactions between 
a tutor and a student. The one-to-one tutorial is, in fact, central to writing 
centers, as Christina Murphy and Steve Sherwood (1995) describe in "The 
Tutoring Process: Exploring Paradigms and Practices": 
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Tutoring is grounded in interpersonal trarisactions; it is, fundamentally, a 
relationship more than a body of techiuques or even a body of knowledge. 
In the tutoring session, two people work together toward a common goal; 
they collaborate. The purpose of the collaboration is to assist writers in 
their own development. The dialogue between tutor and student—a 
conversation with a definite pvirpose—is the basis upon which tutors and 
students build a supportive, working relationship. Thus, tutoring offers a 
conceptual and interpersonal framework for the sharing of ideas. (1) 
As this passage demonstrates, the one-to-one interaction between tutor and 
student is integral to writing center tutorials, and it can even be described as a 
relationship. Judith Powers and Jane Nelson (1995) describe tutoring in similar 
terms; "Typically, this collaboration is described, as an interchange between the 
writer and the writing center staff member, a one-to-one relationship." (12). (See 
also Harris 1986; Olson 1984; Bruffee 1994; Lunsford 1991.) 
Beside tutor-student interactions, writing centers are informed by 
literature about teacher-student interactions. In fact, literature on one-to-one 
interactions in writing pedagogy has influenced and contributed to writing center 
pedagogy. For example, Muriel Harris' book Teaching One-to-One (1986) has 
become a staple resource among writing center support staff. In Teaching One-
to-One. Harris advocates one-to-one interactions, not only as a strategy useful for 
tutors in the writing center, but as a teaching strategy in general: 
Conferences, opportunities for highly productive dialogues between 
writers and teacher-readers, are or should be an integral part of teaching 
writing. It is in the one-to-one setting of a conference that we can meet 
with writers and hear them talk about their writing. And they can also 
hear us talk, not about writing in the abstract, but about their writing. (3) 
Harris suggests that interactions in one-to-one conferences helps stimulate 
independent learning (10), promote interaction with readers (13), and 
individualize learning (15). Other research on one-to-one interactions supports 
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the idea that teacher-student conferences are helpful—and even necessary—in 
writing instruction. For example, in "Collaboration and the Teacher-Student 
Writing Conference," Melanie Sperling (1990) suggests that 
We are coining to know, too, that learrung to write—^which is to say, 
acquiring and developing written language—is, as is learning to speak, a 
fundamentally social activity, embedded in interactions with teachers and 
others. (281) 
Literature about student-student interactions also informs writing center 
pedagogy. One form of student-student interaction is known as peer tutoring, in 
which students tutor other students. Bruffee (1984) discusses peer tutoring at 
length in "Peer Tutoring and the 'Conversation of Mankind,'" and he praises 
peer tutoring for creating the kind of "normal discourse" important to writing: 
". . . peer tutoring provides a social context in which students can experience and 
practice the kinds of conversation that academics most value" (7). Bruffee 
supports one-to-one interactions like peer tutoring through the theoretical 
framework of social constructionism and coDaborative learning. 
Another form of student-student interaction that resembles writing center 
tutorials is a strategy called "collaborative planning." In Making Thinking 
Visible: Writing. Collaborative Planning, and Classroom Inquiry. David Wallace 
(1994) describes "collaborative planning" as a strategy to help students discuss 
writing: 
First and foremost, collaborative planning is socially supported talk. It is 
an opportunity for students or other writers to talk about their ideas in a 
supportive environment where peers will listen, prompt them to develop 
their ideas further, and, when necessary, press them to flesh out their 
purposes and their vmderstandings of ^eir audience or to think about 
how to use text conventions. (50) 
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As these examples illustrate, a common thread in one-to-one interactions 
in the writing center—tutor-student, teacher-student, and student-student—is 
talk. These interactions—^particularly writing center tutorials—have a 
pedagogical benefit in that students can leam more about their writing by 
discussing it with a tutor. But beyond this benefit, I believe that writing center 
tutorials provide an excellent opportunity to examine interpretation and 
communicative interaction in the production of discourse. Writing centers 
provide a site to both observe and record one-to-one tutorial discussions about 
writing. Researchers can then explore how tutors and students respond to one 
another, and they can explore when and how writing occurs during these 
tutorials. Most important, the one-to-one setting allows us to examine 
conversation about writing in a way that Davidson advocates—through prior 
and passing theories. 
Writing Center Theoretical Perspectives Match the Interpretive Perspective 
Throughout this dissertation, I have mentioned that the interpretive 
perspective highlights indeterminacy of meaning and situatedness in both the 
reception and production of discourse. I mentioned that like the postmodern 
and antifoimdational movements, interpretation does not embrace foundational 
theoretical perspectives. For example, the interpretive perspective suggests that 
meaning is created through interpretation of language-in-use (communicative 
interaction) rather than in foundational structures. These features of 
interpretation make the perspective difficult to grasp and to apply; however, the 
writing center has the potential to actualize these features. Like the interpretive 
perspective, writing center theory ultimately rejects foimdational theories (to the 
extent that it has no consistent theoretical framework), and it rejects social 
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constructionism as well. In addition, writing centers endorse the idea that 
meaning comes from language-in-use. 
Although one-to-one interactions are commonplace in writing center 
tutoring, this common writing center practice lacks a consistent theoretical 
backgroimd (Gilliam 1994; Lunsford 1991; Hobson 1994; Murphy and Sherwood 
1995). In fact, writing centers characterize themselves as multifaceted, and for 
this reason, they resemble postmodern and antifoimdationalist theoretical 
perspectives—the avoidance of a Theory with a capital "T". For example, in 
"Writing Center Practice Often Counters Its Theory. So What?" Eric Hobson 
(1994) points out that writing centers have had a "patchwork" of theories 
(Hobson 1). This patchwork consists of everything from educational to 
psychological, social, behavioral, and philosophical theories (3). While it would 
seem that a patched theoretical framework would be problematic, writing centers 
seem to embrace this characteristic. That is, although writing center scholars 
acknowledge the importance of theory, they do not find it necessary to frame 
writing center work under one theoretical perspective. For example, in "The 
Theory Behind the Centers," Joan Mullin (1994) characterizes writing centers by 
their various theoretical perspectives Qntersections). and she advocates "the 
value of re-visioning the theories that inform our practice" (vii). 
Also in accordance with the interpretive perspective and 
antifoimdationalist theory, writing center theory has resisted social 
coi\structionism despite the fact that it has had more staying power than other 
theoretical frameworks in writing centers. Bruffee's work on collaborative 
learning in particular has influenced writing center pedagogy. However, and as 
the discussion below indicates, this stronger framework has not sustained 
writing center practice. 
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Bmffee's work on collaborative learning proved relevant to writing 
centers in part because Bruffee advocated conversation—talk—in the act of 
writing (the "conversation of mankind"). And, as evidenced by "Peer Tutoring 
and the 'Conversation of Mankind,"' Bruffee (1984) made direct cormections 
between collaborative learning and peer tutoring: "As a form of collaborative 
learning, peer tutoring is important because it provides the kind of social context 
in which normal discourse occurs: a commuruty of knowledgeable peers. This is 
the main goal of peer tutoring" (9). Collaboration and tutoring have since 
become well-associated over the last decade (Harris 1992,1995; Brooks 1991; 
Gilliam 1994; Shiftman 1995; Powers and Nelson 1995; Lunsford 1991; Evertz 
1996). For example. Murphy and Sherwood (1994) characterize tutorials as 
collaborative: "In the tutoring session, two people work together toward a 
common goal; they collaborate." (1). Andrea Limsford (1991) also acknowledges 
the collaborative nature of tutorials. To accommodate collaboration, Lunsford 
suggests that writing centers function as "Burkean Parlours" that 
engage students not only in solving problems set by teachers but in 
identifying problems for themselves; not only in working as a group but 
in morutoring, evaluating, and bxiilding a theory of how groups work; not 
only in imderstanding and valuing collaboration but in confronting 
squarely the issues of control that successful collaboration inevitably 
raises; not only in reaching consensxis but in valxiing dissensus and 
diversity. (41) 
Despite the support for collaborative learning as a theoretical framework 
for tutoring, some scholars have imcovered some major problems with social 
constructionism—collaborative learning in particular—as a base for writing 
center pedagogy. For instance, while collaboration in tutoring has been described 
largely as a positive activity ("a supportive, working relationship"), literature 
reports that the word "collaboration" also poses a threat to tutoring. One of the 
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dangers of calling tutoring collaborative is that some believe that tutors who 
"collaborate" with students end up writing student papers or that students 
plagiarize the ideas suggested by tutors (Formo and Welsh 1995; Brooks 1991; 
Cogie 1995; Haynes-Burton 1995). This concern has alarmed many scholars 
(Lunsford 1991; Clark 1985; Trimbur 1989) who have asserted that tutors must be 
careful and responsible about collaboration in writing centers. Another 
shortcoming of social constructionism is raised by Christina Murphy (1994), who 
asserts that perhaps not all writing center practice is collaborative: 
Social coristructiorusm woxild have us believe that, in the classroom or 
the writing center, students leam more through collaboration and group 
work than they do as individual learners. For many theorists, this is a 
dubious proposition and one that requires further investigation before 
wholesale acceptance and application within curricula emphasizing 
critical thinking skills. (36) 
The confusion in seemingly the most promising of theoretical 
frameworks—social constructionism—for some has resulted in frustration over 
the lack of a theoretical base for writing center pedagogy. For example, after 
discussing the inconsistencies in various collaborative frameworks for writing 
centers, Alice Gilliam (1994) asserts that "it is time we utilize theory to 
understand and interrogate the rich complexity of writing center practice and the 
protean forms of writing center practice to interrogate and reinterpret theory" 
(51). Despite Gilliam's noted frustration, and the frustration of a few others 
(Clark 1988; Lunsford 1991) regarding the need for a imified theoretical base, 
there seems to be more support for upholding writing center theon'es rather than 
a single Theory. 
While the struggle to espouse a single theoretical framework is 
characteristic of the writing center, this characteristic has encouraged writing 
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centers to focus on practice instead. In other words, writing center scholars often 
look at their tutoring experiences as a guide for writing center work. In doing so, 
I believe writing centers reflect the interpretive perspective's focus on language-
in-use rather than foundational structtires. Eric Hobson (1994) argues for this 
focus on practice when he suggests that "no single theory can dictate writing 
center instruction. Instead, we must reshape theory to fit our particular needs in 
the particular historically located situations in which writing center practitioners 
find themselves" (8). Murphy and Sherwood (1994) agree: 
If there is any one truth about tutoring, it is that no single method of 
tutoring, no one approach, will work effectively with every student in 
every situation. Each tutor develops a style of tutoring primarily from 
experience, and experience is always a dynamic process of change. (1) 
As a result of this emphasis on language-in-use in writing centers, 
tutoring literature often recounts stories of one-to-one, unique tutorials. 
Murphy and Sherwood (1994), for example, base the St. Martin's Sourcebook for 
Writing Tutors upon various experiences of contributing authors: 
. . . we hear many voices commenting on the practice of tutoring—the 
hows, whys, why nots, shoulds, and should nots—together with the lines 
of reasoning and the personal experiences that support these viewpoints. 
We hear of success and failure and starting over again, of the continual 
rediscovery tutoring represents as both a learning and a teaching 
experience. We hear the voices of theorists who are accomplished 
professionals in the field as well as the voices of beginning tutors who are 
new to the field. We hear the voices of students who have come to tutors 
seeking knowledge, assistance, and reassurance. Above all, we hear the 
essence of tutoring; conversation. (2) 
The stories and experiences captured in tutoring literature contribute to 
what Eric Hobson (1994) has described as the "lore" of writing centers. Although 
Hobson acknowledges that lore may be a problem for writing centers (2), he 
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ultimately supports writiiig center lore as a guide to practice: "[W]e need to 
recognize and advertise the credibility of the knowledge we can produce as 
reflective writing center practitioners" (9). 
I believe the "lore" of writing centers—the emphasis on language-in-
use—reflects the interpretive perspective in additional ways. First, 1 believe that 
the many experiences reported in tutoring literature represent what Rorty would 
call "recontextualization. " Rorty states that interpretations are contextualized 
and recontextua 1 i zed in relation to previous interpretations. In a similar 
fashion, writing center lore continually reweaves and shapes current practice 
based on past experience. In this way, writing caters seem to reflect the 
interpretive perspective—the hermeneutic universalist perspective—that Rorty 
outlines. 
Another reflection of the interpretive perspective in writing centers is the 
idea that the writing act is fluid and dynamic. As I have described in previous 
chapters, interpretation represents indeterminacy of meaning and situatedness 
in the writing act. This indeterminate nature of commimicative interaction 
matches the description of "individualized," one-to-one interactions that 
Murphy and Sherwood describe as the core of writing center practice. Tutorials 
are dynamic, and interactions vary from tutorial to tutorial. The interpretive 
perspective I have outlined provides for this djmamism. Consequently, the 
interpretive perspective suggests that dialogue cannot be codified in any 
structured, systematic way, and this assertion supports the nature of writing 
center tutorials described by writing center scholars. 
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The Interpretive Perspective Contributes Evaluation of Tutorial Dialogue 
As I have just reviewed, the interpretive perspective emphasizes 
communicative interaction and suggests that this commtmicative interaction 
cannot be easily codified or structured. Writing center theory and the 
interpretive perspective seem to agree on these points; however, while scholarly 
discussions about writing center practice emphasize the dynamism and fluidity 
of writing center dialogues, a closer examination of writing center practice 
reveals more structure than one might expect. Although writing centers may 
not suggest a single theoretical perspective, they do suggest structured practices 
regarding (1) how tutorial dialogues should be generated; and (2) how tutors 
should respond to those dialogues. While these strategies help foster dialogues 
about writing, and while I credit these strategies for that goal, I argue that these 
strategies are problematic because they attempt to codify dialogue. That is, in a 
fotmdational fashion, these strategies attempt to structure and mold tutorial 
dialogue in conventional ways—ways that define "good" and "bad" tutor 
behavior. While these strategies can be helpful, they can also limit tutor 
dialogue to a code of behavior rather than a candid interaction about writing. 
These structured, codified behaviors coiinter the fluid, indeterminate nature of 
tutorials described in more theoretical discussions about writing centers; 
consequently, they also contradict the interpretive perspective. 
I believe this contradiction between the interpretive perspective and 
writing center theory is problematic; however, it is also an opportunity to 
contribute to writing center literatiire about tutor-student interactions. 
Specifically, the interpretive perspective can offer insight into interpreting and 
evaluating tutorial dialogue rather than generating dialogue. In the sections 
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below, I describe in more detail the tutoring strategies that limit tutorial 
dialogue, and I suggest ways in which they can be reshaped. 
One way writing center dialogues are structured is through strategies used 
to generate dialogues. While these strategies are helpful, the interpretive 
perspective can contribute to these strategies by reminding writing center 
practitioners that strategies are only conventions: they do not equal 
communicative interaction. Examples of tutorial prompts, or ways to generate 
dialogue, are plentiful in writing center literature. For instance, in Talking about 
Writing Beverly Clark (1985) suggests ways in which tutors can foster writing 
center dialogues by asking questions (126), modeling (128), reading aloud (129), 
and "deferring to the student" (130). Many studies about one-to-one tutorials 
describe general prompts that can be used during tutorials for various situations. 
For example, in The Practical Tutor. Emily Meyer and Louise Z. Smith (1987) 
compiled the following list of questions that tutors should ask students to help 
them develop ideas (34); 
General Amplification: Tell me more about 
Clarification: I'm not sure what you mean by ; 
would you explain that a bit? 
Specification: Which one did you have in mind? 
Where did that happen? 
For example? 
Like what? 
Would you give an instance, please? 
Qualification: What exceptions can you think of? 
When was this not true? 
Paraphrase or 
Summary: Let me see if I can sum up what you just said: 
In this paragraph, you said that 
You told me that (34) 
A similar list of prompts is foimd in the strategy called "collaborative 
planning." In collaborative planning, students converse with one another to 
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leam about rhetorical elements in composition (audience, purpose, and context). 
Playing the roles of writer and supporter, students take turns asking each other 
questioris about the audience, purpose, and context for their writing. Students 
who engage in collaborative planning are given lists with suggested prompts 
such as the ones below (58): 
What do you see as your main point [purpose]? 
Who is your intended audience [reader]? 
What does the reader expect to read [leam]? 
What support [or evidence] will you use? 
What examples will you use? (58) 
The questions about writing in both excimples above are intended to help 
students talk about rhetorical elements and begin to use vocabulary associated 
with writing studies. And these strategies should, in fact, be credited for helping 
students talk about writing. But while these strategies can be helpful, they can 
become problematic if tutors and students confuse them for dialogues, rather 
than simply ways to facilitate them. We might recall here Davidson's claim that 
conventions are only "crutches" for language, and that conventioiis emerge 
from language—not the other way aroxmd. For example, Thomas Kent suggests 
that conventions are important to language, but that conventions do not shape 
language. Dialogue strategies like the ones above are problematic if tutors 
confuse these strategies for more than they really are. Tutors and students must 
leam how to respond to these questions rather than simply ask them. In terms 
of the hermeneutic perspective, then, we must be careful to recognize these 
strategies only as conventional crutches—ways to facilitate dialogues about 
writing. 
Like strategies that demonstrate how to facilitate dialogue, there are also 
recommended strategies that demonstrate how tutors should respond to student 
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dialogue. These strategies comprise another way in which writing center 
dialogues are structured. I believe these strategies can become rather restrictive 
for tutors by forming a sort of behavior code of dos and don'ts. As a result, these 
strategies tend to focus on tutor responses rather than the joint intersection of 
tutor and student responses. The interpretive perspective can contribute to these 
strategies by looking at both tutor and student responses in dialogue. Below I 
explain in more detail the "tutor code of behavior," and I suggest how we inight 
focus more on the intersection of tutor/student responses through the third 
space. 
Many studies about one-to-one conferencing describe actual transcripts 
from tutoring sessions and demonstrate how tutors should and should not 
respond to varying situations (See Harris 1985; Meyer and Smith 1987; Clark 1985; 
Cogie 1995; Brooks 1991). For example, Meyer and Smith include several 
examples of troubled dialogues and suggest ways in which tutors should and 
should not respond to them. In the example below, taken from The Practical 
Tutor. Gail (tutor) discusses a paper topic with Genevieve (student). 
Gail: This seems like a good beginning, but it needs to be more 
developed. 
Genevieve: uh-hxih. So what do you mean? Should I start over? 
Gail: No, I didn't say that. I just meant you need to say more, you 
know, give more details. 
Genevieve: You mean, hmm, like what? 
Gail: Like develop the idea that she would do anything for you. 
Genevieve: Well, she would. I mean, she's that way. What do you want 
me to say? (29) 
Meyer and Smith iise this example to demonstrate improper tutor response. In a 
continuing excerpt, the authors point out the tutor's shortcoming: 
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Genevieve's paper does suffer from a lack of "development," but because 
she is an inexperienced writer, she does not know what that term means 
or what she ought to do to "develop" her paper. Gail fails to see that 
Genevieve is unaccustomed to talking about writing, anybody's writing, 
and that she is unfamiliar with vocabulary used to name or describe 
elements of composition. (30) 
Meyer and Smith suggest that Gail rephrase her descriptive statements into 
questions that allow the student to provide information about the topic (30). 
Further, they suggest that Gail leam to trarislate her comments about writing 
into "everyday language" (30): 
ACADEMIC TERMINOLOGY EVERYDAY LANGUAGE 
How can you illustrate Why do you think this? 
your topic sentence? What makes you think so? 
We can see two things from these excerpts. First, the tutor is essentially 
scolded by the authors. Second, the authors focus on the tutor response by 
providing ways in which Gail can reshape her dialogue. Not at any point do they 
ask about the student response or how the student perceives of the interaction. 1 
believe that this focus on tutor behavior ignores the joint responsiveness 
integral to the interpretive perspective. 
Another example from Harris' Teaching One-to-One demonstrates one 
way that tutors should engage in dialogue—in this case, "perception checking" 
Perception Checking: guessing the student's basic message and asking for 
affirmation of that guess. As illustrated in the conference excerpt below, 
this is helpful in getting a student to bring vague thoughts into sharper 
focus: 
Teacher: You have lots to say about hospitals. Let's try to bring it 
together. What would you say is the thesis of your essay? 
Student: About how most people are afraid of hospitals because 
they're afraid of what doctors might do to hxirt them. 
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Teacher: So, the thesis is "Fear of hospitals is caused by fear of pain." 
Student: That's the big part. But also there's just not knowing what 
will happen to them. 
Teacher: O.K. Is that a part of the thesis? A second reason for the fear 
of hospitals—anxiety or fear of the unknown. Is that part of 
it too? (57) 
In Harris' example of perception checking we see that tutors should ask 
questions and reflect student responses. These are "proper" tutor behaviors. 
Tutors should, according to Harris, ask questions rather than give directives; they 
should reflect what tutors say rather than voice their own opinions. We could 
characterize this "good" tutor behavior as inquiry. Harris asserts in a later article 
(1995) that tutoring rehes on this inquiry: 
Tutors use talk and questioning and all the cues they can pick up in the 
face-to-face interaction. The conversation is free to roam in whatever 
direction the student and tutor see as useful. That is, the tutor can ask 
about writing habits and processes, can listen to the student's resporises to 
various questions, and can use them as cues for further questions; and the 
student can express concerns not visible in the product. (29) 
Although Harris' suggestions may be helpful for tutors, according to the 
hermeneutic perspective these strategies fail to identify the intersection of tutor 
and student responses. Rather, dialogue is focused on what tutors should say 
and do.^' 
The examples of tutoring dialogue and suggestions for tutor behavior in 
one-to-one conferences, I believe, contribute to the "lore" that Hobson 
mentioned. This lore—stories of tutorial experiences, excerpts of actual dialogue, 
^^Tutoring roles are also described in much tutoring literature—roles that contribute, again, to tutor 
code of behavior. Common roles that are encouraged are coach or guide (Clark, Harris) and even a 
coimselor (Taylor 1993; check WLN)- Clark (1985) explains: "Perhaps the hardest thing for a tutor 
or teacher to learn is that he is a guide or coach or counselor, not a dictator. The tutor or teacher 
thus needs to learn restraint. He should not make corrections but help the tutee to correct and 
improve himself' (110). Clark even likens the role of a tutor to that of Peace Corps volunteers, 
"who seek to make themselves dispensable, by helping their hosts to help themselves" (5). 
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and suggestions for how one-to-one conferences should be conducted—shapes 
conventioris and rules that are accepted in the writing center community. But 
more than that, they form a code of behavior. I believe this code strays from 
hermeneutic perspective primarily because the code is focused on the tutor, not 
the student. Consequently, these rules and tutor conventions tell us a lot about 
how tutors should interpret and respond in tutorials, but they do not tell us 
much about how students interpret or respond in tutorials. An interpretive 
perspective might add helpful insights to this practice. 
Instead of focusing on how to produce one-to-one dialogues (such as 
providing students with prompts for questioris),"or on how tutors should 
respond to these dialogues, an interpretive perspective would focus on the 
intersection of tutor and student responses. Important questions might include: 
How do students vmderstand tutors' questions? How do tutors' responses 
influence student responses? How do tutor and student tmderstand one 
another? The third space concept reminds us to focus on students' as well as 
tutors' interpretations of the questions, comments, suggestions, or criticisms that 
are produced in dialogue. In an investigation of interpretation in dialogue of 
one-to-one interactions about writing, a researcher might observe tutor-student 
interactioris and interview tutor and student separately to compare their 
interpretations of the dialogue. 
The concept of the third space can be especially helpful here because it 
focuses on the intersection of varying interpretations in a one-to-one interaction. 
This intersection of student and tutor interpretation invites us to look more 
closely and carefully at student resporises as well as tutor responses. We can 
perhaps leam more from tutorials this way by acknowledging that student 
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interpretations and responses influence tutorial dialogues just as much as tutor 
interpretations and responses. 
Implications of the Interpretive Perspective for Writing Center Pedagogy 
As I outlined above, the interpretive perspective matches writing centers 
in some ways. Writing centers' avoidance of a foundational theory aligris with 
the interpretive perspective, and writing center practice—like the interpretive 
perspective—emphasizes communicative interaction. However, the dialogic 
strategies advocated by writing centers do not align as much with the 
interpretive perspective. I mentioned that the interpretive perspective can 
contribute to these strategies by focusing on student as well as tutor responses. In 
this section, I describe how and why writing centers might alter their view of 
student-centered tutorials. In addition, I further explain how we might examine 
tutorial dialogue through the lens of interpretation. 
Reconsidering Student-Centered Tutorials 
I mentioned that structured dialogic strategies often fociis on tutor, rather 
than student, response in tutorial interactions. Many times, these strategies are 
designed to create a "student-centered" pedagogy in writing centers. This 
pedagogy suggests that tutors shoiild encourage students to talk about their 
writing and refrain from offering direct suggestions during tutorials. However, 
interpretation, when connected to writing centers, challenges the student-
centered philosophy that writing center tutorials should focus only on student 
contributioris to dialogue. According to the interpretive perspective, interaction 
in the writing center would focus on all contributions to dialogue. In fact, the 
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interpretive perspective relies on the interplay—the commimicative 
interaction—^between dialogue participants. 
The lore that I described earlier regarding tutor code of behavior suggests 
that tutors should respond in certain ways to students during tutorials to support 
a student-centered pedagogy. These suggested behaviors are shaped in large part 
by Stephen North's (1984) argument in "The Idea of a Writing Center" that 
students mvist be guided, not dictated, by tutors. North argues that students 
should be allowed to voice their thoughts and concerns and ideas, and that tutors 
shoTild not interfere. This argiunent meshed with the process movement— 
particularly, North's argument is a response to the claim that writing centers are 
"fix-it shops" rather than writing centers. The fix-it shop model, a representative 
of the current-traditional movement, suggests that the writing center is a place 
for students to correct their written papers. The fix-it shop model specifically 
focuses on grammar and mecharucs as well as proofreading papers that have 
already been written; consequently, this model encoiirages students to focus on 
product rather than process. Instead, the student-centered argument suggests 
that writing centers are a place where students come for help several times 
during the process of writing their paper. In this process-based model, students 
may receive help brainstorming paper topics, developing main ideas, or revising 
their papers. North advocates the process model, and he connects this model to 
a student-centered pedagogy through which students can leam about their own 
writing process, not about how to "fix" a paper by simple proofreading.'*^ 
While benefits of process over product models of writing are clear, 
student-centered pedagogy has created certain implications for tutor code of 
^Proofreading is a sore spot for writing centers even today. Many writing centers mention on their 
advertising materials that writing centers WILL NOT proofread student papers; they will, 
however, help teach students how to proofread. 
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behavior that restrict tutors' roles in writing center dialogue. For example, in 
order to foster a student-centered enviroriment, Harris (1995) suggests that tutors 
should refrain from offering direct advice or suggestions in tutorials. Beverly 
Clark also carefully describes the role of a tutor as guide, not dictator. And 
several writing center scholars have suggested that tutors should play a 
"minimal" role in tutorials. For example, Jeff Brooks (1991) advocates 
"minimalist tutoring" in which a tutor acts as a soundboard, repeating and 
reflecting students thoughts and ideas, and helping students to further develop 
ideas. Jane Cogie (1995) argues as well that tutors must not correct student papers 
through proofreading but rather teach them how to make correctioris 
themselves."*^ 
Despite strong support for a student-centered or non-directive approach in 
writing center literature, I argue tliat, according to the interpretive perspective, 
the student-centered approach to tutoring is misleading. The term "student-
centered" suggests that dialogues focus on one participant in the dialogue—the 
student. According to the interpretive perspective, no tutoring dialogue can be 
student-centered. Any dialogue involving more than one person automatically 
involves all participants whose interactions influence the dialogic interaction. 
The interpretive perspective emphasizes the interaction of all communicators at 
a specific moment and time. Student-centered tutorial approaches sometimes 
downplay tutor involvement to the point that tutors are restricted from offering 
advice or concrete suggestions. I believe this restriction of tutor behavior is 
imnecessary. Furthermore, I believe that an interpretive perspective within 
tutoring accommodates any tj^e of tutor response because it is interpretation 
that matters. The interpretive perspective is concerned with how tutor and 
•"Cogie's argument is especially focused on ESL student learners who visit the writing center. 
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student understand one another rather than the kind and type of responses a 
tutor provides. Given this perspective, we might fully embrace the idea that 
each writing center tutorial is unique and that no single strategy can dictate or 
predict the direction of all tutorials (such as student-centered strategies). 
Incorporating Interpretation in Writing Center Dialogues 
Besides emphasizing both student and tutor responses in tutorials, 
viewing tutorials for interpretation requires attention to the indeterminacy of 
meaning and situatedness in tutoring dialogues. The concept of the third space 
accomplishes this by focusing on passing and prior theories in communicative 
interaction. Passing theories demonstrate the questions, doubts, and 
uncertainties that are expressed in communicative interaction. To supplement 
the idea of third space, I review another helpful (and uncommon) study on 
tutorials and interpretation, as well as Davidson's conrmients about passing and 
prior theory. 
Although few writing center studies look at interpretation as a way to 
xmderstand tutorials, one noteworthy article by Mary Abascal-Hildebrand (1994) 
entitled "Tutor and Student Relations: Applying Gadamer's Notions of 
Translation" suggests how tutorials might be examined for interpretation. In 
this article, Abascal-Hildebrand describes interpretation as a process of translation 
involved in "reflective tutoring." According to Abascal-Hildebrand, reflective 
tutoring . . enables both tutors and students to leave a tutoring event thinking 
and acting differentiy as writers [and] enables them to renew themselves as 
persons." (172). Abascal-Hildebrand's idea of reflective tutoring relies on a 
process of interpretation that she calls "translation/' meaning that tutors take 
time to understand students' utterances in tutorials. Abascal-Hildebrand 
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grounds the idea of translation in Hans-Georg Gadamer's philosophical 
hermeneutics (172). This translation"*"* does not require tutors to apply a codified 
dialogic strategy: 
Reflective tutors interpret and translate more consciously; however, 
coriscious translation is neither a method nor an arrangement that can be 
settied ahead of time between tutors and students. Rather, translation is 
something that happens to an interpreter in the process of using reflective 
judgment to simultaneously interpret and translate what she imderstands. 
When this something happens in speech, an interpreter becomes a 
traiislator. (173) 
Abascal-Hildebrand's idea of translation challenges codified tutoring strategies 
because it suggest that this act cannot be codified, categorized, or plaimed ahead 
of time. Because interpretation is indeterminate, as Abascal-Hildebrand suggests, 
we may learn more from this approach than codified strategies are able to tell us 
about tutoring. To strengthen this idea, she borrows from Gadamer the idea that 
"imderstanding, even when acquired, is always limited." (173) Abscal-
Hildebrand affirms this idea by suggesting that. . imderstanding is a never-
quite-fuUy-accomplished activity . . . partial understanding and 
misunderstanding are inevitable" (173). 
Davidson's explanation of passing and prior theories also reinforce the 
point that interpretation is indeterminate. In "A Nice Derangement of 
Epitaphs," Davidson makes the point that structured, conventional language, 
such as generative grammar, may shape a person's intention to commimicate, 
but may not completely explain how the process of communication occurs. We 
might relate this point to tutoring by questioning the ability of codified dialogic 
•"Abascal-Hildebrand's choice of the term "translation" is interesting. Although she bases the 
term on Gadamer's idea of "partial understanding," the term also bears resemblance to the Rogerian 
dialogue strategy that encourages counselors to act as sounding boards and avoid directive or 
corrective comments. I believe Abascal-Hildebrand intends the term translation to represent the 
indeterminacy of interpretation rather than the simple act of translating mearting. 
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approaches such as codified approaches that shape tutorial conversations in a 
certain way. According to Davidson, instead of codified language structures, 
interpretation takes the form of the passing theory, or a person's attempt to 
understand someone else, and Davidson stresses that passing theory is not a 
fovmdational convention. Passing theory is a temporary construction that occxurs 
in the process of communicative interaction. Therefore, Davidson argues that 
despite our prior theories about how we communicate (i.e., conventional 
language structures or tutorial dialogic strategies), passing theory is the only 
thing that matters: 
What must be shared for communication to succeed is the passing theory. 
For the passing theory is the one the interpreter actually uses to interpret 
an utterance, and it is the theory the speaker intends the interpreter to use. 
Only if these coincide is xmderstanding complete. (442) 
We can connect Davidson's idea of passing theory to Abascal-Hildebrand's 
description of translation. Consider the passage below: 
Tutors as speakers must be aware of [the presumption that two speakers 
speak the same language] so that they can recreate greater opporttmities to 
grasp more of students' intended meanings. They can re-leam to re-
question themselves and the students they tutor, re-respond, re-attend to 
sigris, marks, and gestures, and re-clarify expressioris. Tutors can become 
interpreters and translators. (180) 
As tutors re-respond, re-question, and re-clarify, I suggest they form 
passing theories to understand students better. Abascal-Hildebrand suggests that 
students, as well as tutors, should engage in this process: "Moving students to 
new realms through engaging them in trarislating what they know into their 
papers can open doors into disciplines for students and promote teachers' belief 
in a transformative approach to writing and to writing center tutoring" (182). As 
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both Davidson and Absacal-Hildebrand suggest, interpretation is an 
indeterminate activity, and this activity is the result of interaction between 
participants in dialogue. I believe these suggestions are useful in understanding 
how indeterminacy is present writing center tutorials. 
As I have reviewed in this chapter, because writing centers involve one-
to-one interactions in their daily practice, they are a valuable site for 
investigating the role of interpretation in the production of discourse. However, 
some aspects of writing centers correspond to the interpretive perspective, such 
as discussions about mxilti-faceted theories, while other aspects such as emphasis 
on structured dialogue strategies do not correspond to the interpretive 
perspective. The interpretive perspective therefore can contribute to writing 
center literature by suggesting ways in which tutorials can be examined for 
interpretation, rather than for ways to generate tutoring dialogue. In focusing on 
interpretation, we may discover the indeterminate nature of the writing act that 
emerges through communicative interaction about writing. Furthermore, we 
may come to understand that tutorial strategies cannot predict tutorial dialogue. 
Examining tutorial dialogue for indeterminacy means focusing on the 
intersection of tutor and student responses and exploring the ways in which 
responses influence interaction. This type of examination would involve 
observation of one-to-one interactions and interviews of all participants. 
Important questions involved in this examination include: How do participants 
imderstand one another? How do dialogue responses in a tutorial influence a 
student's written work? What does the student xinderstand from the tutorials? 
The third space identifies the intersection of student and tutor responses and 
provides helpful support for this type of investigation. 
169 
In the next chapter, I examine actual tutor-student dialogues for 
interpretation using the concept of the third space. This investigation focuses on 
a tutor-student pair that worked together throughout a semester in a writing 
center. Through examinations of various dialogues, traces of the tutoring 
strategies I described in this chapter can be foimd. However, these approaches are 
not the focal point of my examination. Rather, I examine both tutor and student 
responses—particularly their interpretations—of writing knowledge and subject 
matter knowledge, and I discuss how their varying interpretations reflect 
indeterminacy of meaning as well as how those interpretations influence the 
tutorial and the student's final paper. 
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CHAPTER SIX 
THE THIRD SPACE AND WRITING CENTER INTERACTIONS 
In the previous chapter, I suggested that the writing center was an 
appropriate site to examine the role of interpretation in the writing act. In this 
chapter, I examine the role of interpretation in actual tutor-student dialogues in 
the writing center. As I mentioned in the previous chapter, writing center 
literature has been concerned with dialogic strategies and the roles tutors should 
play in those dialogues. While these strategies can be helpful in fostering 
tutorial dialogues in the writing center, I suggest that these strategies cannot 
predict or control dialogue in any determinate fashion. In addition, these 
strategies are limited because they do not demonstrate how dialogues influence 
the writing act. By examining tutorial dialogues for interpretation, we may ieam 
more about the indeterminacy of the writing act and the ways in which 
interpretations influence student writing. 
The writing center dialogues that I examine in this chapter come from a 
semester-long examination in which tutorial sessions of a tutor-student pair 
were observed. The student in this investigation was assigned to write an 
argumentative paper about a topic of her choice. The topic of this student's 
paper concerned the issue of white supremacy in relation to a campus debate that 
was occurring at the time she was writing. The student was assigned to work 
with the same writing tutor throughout the semester to help develop her 
argxmientative paper. 
In examining the dialogues that occiirred in these student-tutor sessions, I 
focus on episodes of the third space that demonstrate mismatches of 
interpretations between the tutor and student. Through these third space 
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episodes, I attempt to demonstrate how indeterminacy of meaning and 
situatedness emerged from commxanicative interaction between the tutor and 
student and how the student's written paper was influenced by this 
commxmicative interaction. In my investigation, I foxind that the third space 
episodes materialized in two general categories: knowledge about writing (i.e., 
topic sentences, organization, using quotes to support claims), and knowledge 
about subject matter of the student's paper (in this case, subject matter included 
understanding the concept of white supremacy). I also found that specific 
tutoring strategies used in the dialogues did not create predictable results. I 
believe these results reflect the indeterminacy of meaning in commtmicative 
interactions about writing; further, these results show how interpretations 
influenced the student's final paper. (See Appendix C, Figure 2, for a copy of the 
student's final paper.) 
Before moving into a description of this investigation, I believe it is 
necessary first to situate this investigation in a discussion of specific tutoring 
strategies that emerged in the dialogues. Below, I discuss two specific strategies— 
directive and non-directive—and issues related to these strategies in writing 
center literature. 
Tutor Dialogic Strategies 
I mentioned in the previous chapter that tutoring literature encourages 
strategies that help tutors generate tutorial dialogue as well as help tutors 
respond to tutorial dialogues. For me, these strategies raise an important issue 
about tutoring dialogue that I feel has not been resolved: tutoring literature is 
dominated by the suggestion that tutors should assume passive, "non-directive" 
roles in tutorials (the student-centered model). Some popular strategies tend to 
172 
ignore the types of directive, coristructive comments that tutors can make in 
tutorials that might help students improve their writing. Below I discuss this 
issue in more detail by describing directive and non-directive models and their 
implications in current writing center pedagogy. 
Strategies of tutorial dialogue can be classified into two general categories: 
non-directive and directive. In non-directive tutoring, tutors are discoiiraged 
from showing any kind of authority (Harris 1995), such as by making suggestioris 
on text or comments on expression or mechanics. A response to criticism that 
writing centers focused only on written products (student papers), non-directive 
tutoring models encoxirage a process-based approach to tutoring to help improve 
writers, not papers (North 1984). In this non-directive model, then, tutors are 
encouraged to ask questions, listen, reflect student ideas (much like a Rogerian 
dialogue model in psychology), and play the role of a coach or guide for the 
student (Clark 1985; Harris 1986; Harris 1995). For example, in Talking About 
Writing. Beverly Clark asserts that "a student leams more if she is active rather 
than passive, doing rather than simply listening" (1). According to Clark, the 
role of the tutor is to ask questions that allow the student to talk and control the 
conversation. Clark describes this tutor dialogue strategy as serving "as a 
soimding board" (121). Being a sounding board means that a tutor listeris, 
encourages talk, mirrors students thoughts, confirms problems that students 
seiise, and even partakes in silence as a way to draw out student conversation 
(124-125). Clark also advises tutors to ask questions, read aloud sections of a 
student's paper, and model thought processes for students (128-129). 
In contrast to non-directive tutoring, directive tutoring encourages a tutor 
to offer suggestions for improvement and make mechanical and grammatical 
correctioris. In this direct approach, described as "teacher-centered" by Reigstad 
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and McAndrew (1984), tutors openly offer direct, authoritative comments. 
Reigstad and McAndrew suggest that this approach might be used for 
proofreading, in which the tutor indicates places that need to be corrected and a 
student corrects those places: 
In a teacher-centered conference, the student tends to sit passively as the 
tutor reads through the draft and, pen in hand, corrects mechanical errors 
or supplies alternative, improved sentences and paragraphs. The tutor 
asks few questions, and the questions are usually closed or leading. A 
teacher-centered tutor issues directives for specific revisions to be made. 
There is some talk about ideas, usually to allow the student to clarify a 
point, but off-the-paper talk is restricted. (31) 
Reigstad and McAndrew describe the teacher-centered or directive approach as 
only an option that tutors might find helpful to use at times (28). However, 
Reigstad and McAndrew suggest that a non-directive option is more desirable for 
the student because "it encourages the writer to do most of the talking and most 
of the work on the paper" (29). 
Of these two categories—non-directive and directive—non-directive 
models have become standard in writing center practice, according to Linda 
Shamoon and Deborah Bums. In "A Critique of Pure Tutoring," Shamoon and 
Bums (1995) refer to the non-directive approach as part of the "writing center 
bible" (135): "This bible contains not only the material evidence to support 
student-centered, non-directive practices, but also codes of behavior and 
statements of value that sanction tutors as a certain kind of professional, one 
who cares about writing and about students, their authentic voices, and their 
equal access to the opportunities within sometimes difficult situations" (135). 
Shamoon and Bxims refer to non-directive approaches as the "orthodoxy [that] 
permeates writing center discourse" (135), and that orthodoxy is: "process-based, 
Socratic, private, a-disciplinary, and nonhierarchical or democratic" (137). 
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The non-directive orthodoxy raises for me an important issue about the 
role of tutors in writing center dialogues. The orthodoxy suggests that tutors 
should act as sovmding boards for students and refrain from offering concrete, 
direct suggestions that may help improve student writing. I disagree that tutors 
should be restricted in their dialogic contributions to tutorials; instead, I believe 
tutors should offer suggestioris for improvement and, if necessary, corrections to 
help improve student writing. The suggestion that non-directive tutoring 
discourages direct tutor feedback, I believe, merits closer examination. 
The strong support for non-directive tutoring, I believe, is the product of 
the writing centers' deep support for student-centered, process-based pedagogy. 
This pedagogy has been so accepted by writing center scholars in the last decade 
that I believe it has stifled discussion about student learning and development in 
writing centers. In the last chapter I explained that writing centers, in the past 
two decades, have endorsed process-based, rather than product-based, writing. 
Both the process movement and use of non-directive tutoring strategies in the 
writing center were a response to the image of writing centers as "fix-it shops" 
(North 1984). 
In addition to correlation between non-directive approach, process, and 
student-centered pedagogy, the non-directive orthodoxy is favored because it 
seems to provide answers for issues such as authority and plagiarism in the 
writing center. In terms of the first issue—authority—the non-directive 
orthodoxy provided assurance that tutor authority would not threaten students 
seeking help at the writing center. The idea that tutors are not authority figures 
reflects the argument that tutors should not prescribe advice to students who 
come to writing centers. Instead, tutor authority is downplayed in non-directive 
tutoring models in order to embrace student-centered leaniing and grant student 
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agency. Muriel Harris suggests, for example, that if tutors refrain from direct 
cormnents, students will participate more in tutorials and feel freer to participate 
in the conversations: "The collaborative atmosphere of the tutorial, the sense of 
being with someone who does not assume any authoritative posture, seems to 
relieve that strain or eliminate that fear [that students have of showing their 
writing to som.eone]" (36). The non-directive, "non-authoritative" model, 
according to Harris, refocuses attention on student writing development rather 
than on a student's paper. In contrast, Harris suggests that when tutors offer 
direct suggestions, they dominate writing tutorials, suppress student 
contributions to the tutorials, and even silence students in some cases. 
The non-directive approach also seems to address the concern of 
plagiarism, for by refraining from direct suggestions, tutors avoided the 
possibility of plagiarism (Brooks 1991; Cogie 1995; Formo and Welsh 1995; 
Haynes-Burton 1995). Jane Cogie (1995) suggests, for example, that while tutors 
may be tempted to provide written edits that may help students in the "short 
nm," they must resist the urge through the non-directive approach: "With 
instruction almost always involved to some degree or another in writing center 
collaboration, the desire to help the student in the short nm becomes not only 
more tempting than usual but also more important to resist" (167). If tutors were 
to offer direct suggestions, the assumption is that those suggestions will wind up 
in students' papers, thus encouraging the "fix-it shop" image of writing centers 
as well as the xmethical behavior of plagiarism. Such concern has risen over 
plagiarism in writing centers that even the act of collaboration during tutorials— 
an activity that has become a hallmark tutoring activity (Limsford 1991; Harris; 
Cogie 1995)—has been critiqued for encouraging plagiarism in tutorials. For 
example, in a discussion about collaboration in tutorials, Formo and Welsch 
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(1995) observe that as collaboration has been encouraged in writing center 
tutorials, cases of plagiarism have increased in number: "While we are certainly 
not arguing that collaboration is the main cause of plagiarism. . . we cannot 
ignore the way these debates are sxirfacing at the same time that collaborative 
practices are becoming more common" (109). Consequently, the fear of 
plagiarism has encouraged some to take a "minimalist," non-directive approach 
(Brooks 1991) in which tutors refrain from all editing or written comments 
during tutorials and instead help students focus on structural concerris like 
organization and logical reasoning. 
While the reasons for supporting the non-directive orthodoxy address 
writing center issues like process pedagogy, authority, and plagiarism, these 
reasons neglect the constructive value of tutor contributions in a writing center 
tutorial. The consequence of advocating non-directive tutoring is a limiting 
binary of tutoring models—directive as bad, non-directive as good."*^ In the case 
of authority, the orthodoxy asserts, for example, that directive (authoritative) 
strategies are potentially harmful to students. If tutors use a directive approach, 
one in which tutors express their expertise, tutors are assumed to show their 
authority over the student or to write student papers for them. If tutors use a 
non-authoritative approach, it is assumed that tutors create a more democratic 
environment in which the tutor does not dominate his or her authority over the 
student. Clearly, the orthodoxy favors non-directive approaches because they 
encourage—according to a perspective of authority—a more student-centered 
environment. But the orthodoxy does not corisider the possibility that tutor 
^^Thomas J. Reigstad and Donald A. McAndrew present tutoring options that are not restricted to 
the non-directive binary. They classify tutoring talk into three options: student-centered, which 
resembles the non-directive approach, collaborative, and teacher-centered (directive approach). 
They recognize that different approaches might be useful at different times. 
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comments may be constructive and helpful to the student. Instead, tutor 
contributions are viewed as negative. 
Furthermore, the deep entrenchment in process-based, student-centered 
pedagogy ignores the interactive component that is essential to writing center 
dialogues. The claim that non-directive tutoring is non-authoritative is 
problematic because it assumes that authority can be controlled, reduced, or even 
eliminated by the tutor through his or her ability to craft the dialogue in a certain 
way. Such an approach ignores the student contribution and interpretation of 
dialogue that may influence a tutorial in ways beyond the tutor's control. 
Listead of focusing on the idea that tutors can control authority through a non-
directive approach, I find it more valuable to focus on interpretation—the ways 
in which students and tutors interpret each other in active writing center 
dialogues through questions, discussions, and suggestions. 
We might also consider the value of direct tutor comments in writing 
center tutorials by examining Irene Clark's (1988) argument that directive tutor 
conunents are helpful to students. Clark suggests that tutors should play an 
active role in tutoring sessions to model thinking processes for students (6)—that 
is, that tutors can model their writing expertise for students. The idea that tutors 
should play a more active role in tutorials through a tutoring dialogue is 
impopular, and for reasons Clark acknowledges: "Writing, as opposed to other 
disciplines, has always been viewed as a solitary rather than as a collaborative 
activity, and therefore collaboration in any form is regarded with mistrust" (90). 
However, Clark responds that "overconcem with issues of ethics often results in 
a withholding and a rigidity which inhibits the creation of a writing commimity 
and is antithetical to the flexibility which ought to characterize a collaborative 
envirorunent" (91). In other words, Clark argues that upholding the non-
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directive orthodoxy may actually stifle a writing community. Borrowing from 
Vygotsky's theory of proximal development, Clark suggests that an active tutor 
role may help rather than hurt students: 
Thinking in terms of the 'zone of proximal development,' tutors might 
find it useful to 'show' a student how to develop examples, correct an 
awkward sentence, maybe rephrase something, even help a student with a 
few spelling corrections.. . . Certainly, forbidding this sort of assistance and 
generally creating a set of 'injimctions' or 'prohibitions' as part of 
established writing center policy do not seem pedagogicaUy soxmd. (93) 
Clark's argiiment in support of directive tutor strategies is very much the 
minority in writing center literature, as this brief review of literature shows. 
However, I believe there are important reasons to value tutor contributions to 
writing center tutorials. If we are to examine the intersection of tutor-student 
dialogue, we must also examine the genuine contributions that tutors make in 
these dialogues. 
I this section, I have suggested that the non-directive orthodoxy has 
portrayed a negative dichotomy between non-directive approaches and directive 
tutoring approaches; further, the non-directive orthodoxy has neglected the 
value of tutor contributions. In the next sections, I describe more completely the 
investigation that I conducted to examine tutor-student dialogues. I begin by 
providing backgroimd about the writing center, the student and tutor involved, 
and the topic of the student's paper. 
The Writing Center 
The writing center in which my investigation took place was housed in 
the English department at Iowa State University. This center customarily serves 
first-year writing students taking introductory composition coiarses; occasionally 
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tutors in the center work with students taking upper-level cotirses outside of the 
department of English. The center accommodates somewhere arotind 1,000 
students per academic year (in 1996-1997, 1,337 students were served). During the 
1996-1997 academic year, the center staff consisted of three graduate student 
tutors and one writing center director. All writing center duties were divided 
between these four staff members. 
At the time this investigation was conducted, the writing center had 
recently expanded its accommodations. Because of a grant the center had been 
awarded, the center doubled its size and also received several new computers for 
students and tutors to use. The center had also developed an on-line tutorial for 
students to access the writing center from a distance. 
According to the writing center director, the philosophy of this particular 
writing center was influenced by composition theory and social constructionist 
theory. Suggested tutoring methods guided tutor behavior in terms of greeting 
students, ending tutorials, and using questions to foster dialogues (much like 
prompts I reviewed in chapter five). The graduate student tutors were trained 
regularly in the use of these coriferencing methods (see Appendix C, Figure 1). 
Tutors were also encouraged to observe one another and evaluate their tutorials 
according to the types of questioris that were asked in tutorials.'*® Although the 
writing center director mentioned that tutors were trained to use a variety of 
conference strategies, she advocated the use of a student-centered pedagogy in 
which tutors would act as a guide and refrain from offering direct suggestions. 
''^The tutoring guide for this writing center mentioned the following categories of questions (see 
Appendix C): 
closed: has only one answer 
open: has many possible answers 
leading: has an answer already known by the corisultant 
probing: helps the students see possibilities 
yes/no: requires only a yes or no answer 
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For example, she specifically mentioned Stephen North's argument that tutorials 
should be student-centered. 
Student and Tutor Background 
The student in this examination was required to go to the writing center 
over an entire semester to complete an argument paper for a freshman 
composition course in argumentation. The student, Kathy, had received a final 
grade lower than a C- and was asked by her instructor to sign a contract that 
required her to go to the writing center the following semester to raise her final 
composition grade to a C+ or higher. To fulfill the contract with her instructor 
and receive credit for this second composition course, Kathy had to go to the 
writing center once a week to work with a tutor. At the time Kathy started going 
to the writing center, her college writing experience was limited to a previous, 
introductory English composition course and periodic written reports that she 
had completed for a biology class that she had taken earlier that year. 
In the writing center, Kathy was assigned to work with Tori, a tutor who 
was a graduate student in the English creative writing program. Tori had 
extensive writing experience, both on the academic and professional level. A 
published poet, she had also written for a local newspaper, had written several 
techrucal documents for a local police department in which she was employed, 
and was interested in pursuing a Ph.D. in creative writing after completing her 
masters program in creative writing. Although Tori had extensive experience in 
writing, she had never had a composition covirse in college, and in fact this was 
her first year tutoring and teaching composition. 
In order to raise her final grade to a C+, Kathy had to write a well-
researched, documented argument paper on a controversial topic. She chose to 
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write a paper about a controversial issue on campus at the time: the re-naming 
of a building on campus after a female alumnus of the imiversity. In fall 1995, 
administration at this university dedicated and re-named a building on campus 
after Carrie Chapman Catt, a leader in the early 1900's who fought for women's 
suffrage. Catt's name was chosen for the newly renovated building because of 
her contributions to women's voting rights and also her altmini connection to 
this large imiversity. 
But the Catt re-naming caused great controversy on campus. Renaming 
this hall became controversial because as Catt's accomplishments were examined 
more closely—particularly her speeches that were given in the south for 
women's suffrage—several questionable remarks against African Americans and 
other ethruc groups were discovered. In response to this discovery, a group 
called "The September 29th Movement" formed on campus and began to protest 
the naming of this hall after Carrie Chapman Catt. Claiming that Catt was a 
white supremacist, the September 29th Movement declared that the uiuversity 
had a moral and ethical responsibility to change the name of the building. The 
debate escalated when the September 29th Movement conducted an official non­
violent demonstration in the main administrative building on campus in order 
to get the imiversity president's attention; as a result of this demonstration 
several members of the September 29th Movement received citations. 
Ultimately, this issue has caused a moral, political, and legal uproar at this 
university, where some students believe the university has neglected its 
commitment to diversity by endorsing the building in Catt's name, while others 
believe that Catt's arguments have been interpreted incorrectly. 
Although this controversial issue received a lot of attention during the 
months that Kathy wrote her paper, Kathy's knowledge of the debate was 
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minimal. When she chose this topic, Kathy knew very little about this debate 
other than it was a heated issue on campus among students and administration. 
Kathy had not formed an opinion about the debate, and in fact Kathy struggled 
with the meanings of phrases such as "white supremacy" as she wrote her paper. 
In contrast, her tutor Tori not only was aware of the issue but (unbeknownst to 
Kathy) was herself a member of the September 29th Movement and had 
participated in the non-violent demonstration. In addition. Tori revealed to me 
in an interview that she had been engaging in "radical introspection" concerning 
her heritage—her ancestors had been slave holders—and Tori was exploring this 
ancestry in writings that she was working on. For Tori, the racial issue raised in 
the Catt debate held not only academic but also personal interest for her. 
Although Tori was clearly committed to a point of view about the re-naming of 
Catt Hall, she tried very hard not to let her bias show or to overwhelm Kathy, 
who had not yet made up her mind about the Catt topic. 
The backgroimd of the student, tutor, and Catt Hall debate show that 
Kathy and Tori had different prior theories about both writing and the Catt Hall 
debate. In terms of prior theories about writing. Tori had opportimities to 
develop her writing ability through professional and academic experiences; 
Kathy's knowledge of writing was limited to academic writing experiences she 
had had in two classes during her first coUege semester. In addition to the 
different prior theories that Tori and Kathy had in terms of writing experience, 
they also had different prior theories about the subject matter of Kathy's paper. 
Kathy's prior theory of the Catt Hall debate was limited to a recognition that the 
topic was a debate on campiis. Tori, on the other hand, was actively involved in 
the debate and was one of the leaders of the September 29th Movement. This 
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background provided ample opportunity to explore varying interpretations in a 
third space analysis. 
Data 
Most data I collected in this investigation consisted of transcripts from 
tutorial sessions and interviews with both Tori and Kathy."*^ Specifically, data 
consist of two recorded tutorial sessions/® my written observations of these 
tutorial sessions, and interviews with each participant following each tutorial 
session. Data also include drafts of the argumentative paper that the student 
wrote throughout the tutorials. Transcripts of the tutorials, interview questions 
used in the individual interviews, and copies of the student's paper are foxmd in 
Appendix D. 
Because I was interested in looking at the intersection of interpretations 
between a tutor and student within tutorials, I conducted an analysis of these 
dialogues using the concept of the third space. I selected episodes within their 
commxmicative interaction that I thought resembled mismatches of 
commtmication. Given the differences in prior knowledge between Tori and 
Kathy about writing and the Catt Hall debate, I was particularly interested in 
evaluating these transcripts for evidence of interpretation about writing 
knowledge and about the Catt Hall debate. Within these episodes, I examined 
the passing and prior theories that may have contributed to misunderstandings 
in commimicative interaction. I was also interested in the particular dialogue 
••'Originally, two tutors from the writing center were involved in this project; at the beginiiing of the 
investigation I recorded and observed tutorials that both tutors conducted. After these observations 
were made, one tutor withdrew from the investigation because the student she had been working 
with fciiled to come to the writing center for his appointments. 
•"Originally, three sessions were recorded but only two were examined for this investigation. The 
third session was not included in this investigation because it did not pertain to the Catt Hall 
debate. 
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strategies the tutor used in these sessions, for sometimes traces of these dialogue 
strategies emerged in the excerpts that I selected. When this occurred, I looked 
for ways in which the student responded to these tutorial strategies. 
I compared all analyses of selected excerpts with interviews from 
participants about the excerpts in question. In addition, I compared these 
interpretive analyses with the student's written paper to see how or if the 
dialogues influenced the student's writing. 
Below I report the results of my investigation. I categorize the third space 
episodes according to the session in which they occurred and according to the 
focus on either writing knowledge or subject matter knowledge. 
Results 
As I mentioned earlier, the results of this investigation showed that the 
third space foregrounded interpretations in two areas: knowledge about writing 
and subject matter knowledge. Interpretations of these areas emerged in two 
sessions that I observed and recorded. Below I detail excerpts from these two 
sessions that pertained to writing knowledge and subject matter knowledge. 
Mismatched Interpretations in Session I 
In the first tutoring session I observed, Kathy had written a draft of her 
argument paper and brought a copy of the paper on disk to use on one of the 
computers in the writing center."*® In this session, I selected two third space 
episodes in which mismatches of interpretation were addressed by tutor and 
student prior theories about writing and the Catt Hall debate. The first episode 
describes mismatched interpretations about writing, particxilarly how to use 
"TXiring all the sessions I observed, Kathy and Tori worked on the computer as Kathy brought a 
copy of her paper on disk. 
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sources to back up general claims. The second episode describes mismatched 
interpretations about the Catt Hall debate, particularly the meaning of the term 
"white supremacy." I indicate passing theories in these episodes using boldface 
type. 
Writing Knowledge: Using Sources 
This first third space episode illustrates the ways in which Tori and Kathy 
attempt to negotiate their different interpretations about using soxirces. For this 
tutorial session, Kathy had already collected several sources on the Catt debate 
(articles in the student newspaper, local newspaper, and Catt's actual writings) 
and in previous sessions she and Tori had discussed many of these sources. But 
Tori noticed early on in this tutoring session that Kathy consistently had trouble 
using examples from her sources to back up claims in her argument. In the 
excerpt below. Tori verbalizes this problem to Kathy: 
T: What's the, the, in that somewhere, they've undoubtedly, at some 
point, actually said what statements that there are that are bothering 
them. So what you need is an example of. . you said, you said 
xenophobic and racist remarks twice in those two paragraphs, but 
you haven't given me, your reader, an example of what you mean. 
T: So this is the place where you put that in. 
K: OK 
T: Yeah, OK. Here's your introduction 
K: OK, OK ... 
K; I think I had^ that (stuff about suffering?) 
T: Um hm 
K: I did, like, ah, before, (?) I think I had some of this in here 
T; Um hm 
K: About oh, um, like, that, Carrie Chapman Catt, asking the 
American people are (if they believe it yet (?) 
T: OK, but there's an actual quote from her in that sentence that you're 
talking about. So that's the concrete example that we're talking 
about Let's see. What about in that stuff that Jane 
Cox gave you, or that stiiff about, wasn't there some stuff 
highlighted there in that information you brought in? 
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K: Oh, in lun, at the church council (?) 
T: No, the other one, the packet, that you showed me. 
K:  Oh. . . .  
T: That one. OK. This is all stuff that Carrie Chapman Catt wrote, 
right? 
K: Right 
T: Like this. See this is what she says if the south really wants white 
supremacy it will urge the unenfranchised (?). OK, so she's saying 
she gives women the vote then, ah, that will keep the black people 
down. That's the sort of thing that.... here's another one. That 
you had highlighted already. I think that that's. What does that 
other paper that you had say? Does it get to actually what she said? 
K: This one? 
This third space episode demonstrates Tori and Kathy's mismatched 
interpretations of using sources. Notice that Tori's prior theories about using 
sources are particularly strong. Tori identifies the problem she sees in Kathy's 
paper "you said xenophobic and racist remarks twice in those two paragraphs, but 
you haven't given me, your reader, an example of what you mean." This 
comment is a statement of Tori's prior theory about writing—the idea that a 
writer must follow a claim with an example or evidence. Tori has a clear idea 
what source Kathy might use to back up her claim. Kathy, on the other hand, 
forms several passing theories in attempt to vmderstand Tori. She clearly does 
not know exactly what Tori is looking for or asking for. To imderstand Tori, 
Kathy makes guesses—passing theories—about things that she has included in 
her paper that might be evidence: "I think I had some of this in here about oh, 
um, like, that, Carrie Chapman Catt, asking the American people are (if they 
believe it yet)?" But Tori is looking for something else, and she helps Kathy look 
through the sources one by one to find a quote that would support that point. 
Notice how Kathy keeps guessing about which source Tori is referring to, trying 
to grasp Tori's meaning (i.e. "Oh, in um, at the church coimcil?" "This one?"). 
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In doing so, Kathy is working hard to interpret the tutor's request. In contrast. 
Tori is not trying much to interpret Kathy, nor does she acknowledge Kathy's 
difficulty in understanding her request. Instead, Tori is fooised on her prior 
theory about what Kathy should include in her paper. This interaction shows 
how Kathy's imderstanding of how to properly use sources is indeterminate, but 
it also shows her attempt to resolve this indeterminacy through passing theories. 
By looking at Kathy's revised paper after this session, we can see better 
how Kathy's attempts to resolve indeterminacy influenced her final paper. The 
paragraph below shows Kathy's attempt to provide examples to back up a claim. 
Carrie Chapman Catt, a woman who contributed to society by giving 
women the right to vote, is now facing some controversy by her saying 
racist and xenophobic remarks. These kinds of remarks were the tactics 
aimed at the diserifranchisement [sic] Blacks, that African American [sic] 
were unworthy of the vote and that is [sic] was forced upon them. Catt 
claimed that Latino [sic] were of a lower civilization, and their opposition 
to woman suffrage would be "more bitter and vindictive". She also claims 
that Native Americans were savages. 
In the paragraph above, Kathy repeats the argument that some people believe 
Catt was racist and xenophobic, and then she explicates that claim by iricluding 
Catt's remarks about African Americans, Latinos, and Native Americans. 
Although Kathy has not provided documentation for these quotes, one can see 
the effort Kathy has made to use examples to back up a claim, and one might 
conclude that her interpretation of Tori's request affected the way in which she 
wrote the paragraph. Nevertheless, Kathy's understanding of sources still 
appears a bit imclear. The lack of clarity about sources was evident in both the 
third space episodes and in the above excerpt from her final paper. 
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Subject Knowledge: White Supremacy 
A second third space episode from this session demoristrates 
indeterminacy about subject matter knowledge (the term "white supremacy") 
that emerged from comjnxmicative interaction in the tutorial. This episode 
clearly demoristrates different interpretatior\s of the term as well as attempts 
made by Tori and Kathy to understand each other. In the following excerpt, 
Kathy is clearly unfamiliar with the phrase "white supremacy" and its meaning 
for the Catt Hall debate. 
T: What do you think white supremacy means when she uses it then? 
K: Um, that most people are white. 
T: OK, that's how you read that, that most of the people are white? 
K: She wants to talk about that (?) 
T: OK. when she's talking about guaranteeing white supremacy 
K: Um hm 
T: Have you heard of like, white supremacist organizations like Aryan 
nation and that kind of thing? Never heard of em. Well, see, I 
grew up out west so we heard about em, because out west it attracts 
all kinds of kooks, everybody from earth firsters to the. . my family. 
Everybody, right? ha ha. And one of the things that separates white 
supremacists, people who believe in white supremacy are people 
who just imderstand that there are white people, and they think 
that liie white people should be in charge. OK? So when she uses 
the term white supremacy, she's not just saying that there's just 
more of us, she's saying that anyone who's not white isn't qualified 
to be in charge. That's a whole different thing, isn't it? 
K: Um hm, I noticed that I was reading through these and she does 
say. Like if you're not white, then you're nobody. Like you have to 
white to be a leader. 
T: She nailed on the Irish, too, that there a bimch of dnmks, you 
know. So what she's talking about in her white supremacy is not 
just that everybody who's white, but a certain kind of white people. 
That's what it says in Erin's article. So, looking at it that way, 
K: And you could. I mean I could make an argument or a statement 
that tells um, maybe what this statement is about? 
T: Yeah, that's what you did in that other paragraph, you explained 
what she was saying. OK. Where wovild you put that? 
K: Um, right here? 
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T: Yes, that's a good place. That's right before you go into the business 
of how it hurts white people too. 
This third space episode shows that the tutor and student have different 
prior theories of the term "white supremacy." Because Catt herself is accused of 
being a white supremacist, knowing what white supremacy means is essential to 
this debate. As the excerpt shows, Kathy's prior theory of white supremacy is 
simply thiiiking "that most people are white." Tori, who not orily has different 
prior theory of the term white supremacy but who strongly disagrees with white 
supremacy, explains the term using her own experience. This third space 
episode, then, captures the mismatched interpretations of the term white 
supremacy. 
But this episode also demonstrates Kathy's attempt to resolve the 
misinterpretation. The student responds to Tori's prior knowledge in this 
excerpt by forming passing theories about Tori's explanation of white supremacy. 
She first agrees with Tori, building on the idea of supremacy; "Um hm. I 
noticed that. I was reading through these and she does say. Like if you're not 
white, then you're nobody. Like you have to white to be a leader." And then she 
guesses (passing theory) about what she could do to express that idea in her 
paper: "And you could. I mean I could make an argument or a statement that 
tells um, maybe what this statement is about?" Tori confirms Kathy's guess, and 
they continue from there discussing how Kathy could develop her argument. 
Notice that Tori begins this episode, too, by forming passing theories in order to 
better imderstand Kathy. But she quickly shifts her passing theories to prior 
theories (which she presumes are correct) and stops attempting to imderstand 
Kathy's interpretation. Consequently, in this third space episode we see Kathy 
doing most of the work to resolve the mismatched interpretation. Kathy's 
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utterances in dialogue indicate that she has formed a new imderstanding of the 
term, and her paper revisions after this session reflected that she acknowledged 
the two sides of the argument. 
In [sic] despite of [Catt's racist comments], the building on Iowa State 
campus was named Catt Hall. Some people agree or disagree with 
renaming the building. The September 29th Movement wants to change 
the name of a prestigious building. There can be two sides to every story. 
However, while this written passage demonstrates that Kathy moved from 
having no opinion about the debate to understanding the two sides of the debate 
and the meariing of the term white supremacy, Kathy had not formulated an 
argument of her own on the issue. Her reluctance to formulate an argument 
suggests that her understanding of the "white supremacy" argument is still 
unclear. The communicative interaction between Tori and Kathy may have 
influenced Kathy's written paragraph above, but her understanding of the 
argximent is not definite. This episode demonstrates how uncertainty about the 
term of "white supremacy" influenced Kathy's paper, and how interaction 
aroimd the uncertainty led to Kathy's revisions. 
Mismatched Interpretations in Session U 
A week later. Tori and Kathy met for a second tutoring session. In this 
tutoring session, Kathy had finished her draft and had begun the revision 
process. By this time, Kathy examines both sides of the issue of the Catt Hall 
debate in her paper, complete with examples and quotes from her various 
sources. However, as the tutor noted in a later interview, Kathy's paper still 
lacks a line of argument because she has not decided how she feels about the 
issue. In Tori's eyes, this is a major problem because the argument paper that 
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Kathy miist complete to end her writing center contract must show a line of 
argument. Instead of showing her own opinion in the paper, Kathy examines 
the arguments both for and against the Catt Hall debate, keeping her opiruon out 
of it. Below, I include two third space episodes from this session. The first 
episode concerns mismatched interpretations about writing—specifically, what 
constitutes an ethical argument. The second episode concerns mismatched 
interpretations about the Catt Hall debate. 
Writing Knowledge: Ethical Argument 
In the following third space episode, Kathy and Tori disaoss argument 
strategies—particularly what constitutes an ethical argument. This excerpt 
illustrates varying interpretations about the meaning of the ethical argument as 
well as Tori's attempts to resolve these differences through passing theories. The 
episode begins as Tori reads the following sentences from Kathy's paper: 
As indicated earlier, Catt mostly likes white people because she 
thinks other ethnic groups are inferior in her eyes. This tjrpe of 
argument is a [sic] ethos or fair play. Using the expression of only 
liking "white people" is working because people around campxis are 
angry that they think they are inferior of her. 
T: Um. OK. So you think she's making an ethical argument because 
she says that other ethnic groups are inferior? Let's talk about what 
we think she's saying. 
K: Yea 
T: OK when she says that non-whites are inferior, that's an ethical 
argument? 
K: Yes 
T: OK. So how does that relate to, first off, how is that an ethical 
argument? 
K: That could be that if she thinks that non-whites are inferior, then 
she could, um, um, the way I feel it could be wrong 
T: That statement could be wrong or right? 
K: Yeah, that it could be a fair play argument that is right or wrong, but 
T: Oh I see what you mean, I think. Keep going. 
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K; Um, because if she thinks that non-whites are inferior, that they 
can't be leaders, then if I was out in the audience I would think 
"wait a minute, that's not right." But in her eyes she thinks that 
she's right and I would be wrong. 
T: OK 
K: Does that make any sense? 
As this third space episode shows. Tori is trying to understand Kathy's 
idea of an ethical argument through passing theories by asking questions and 
repeating her imderstanding of Kathy's ideas. Tori's use of passing theory in 
these ways shows how she is attempting to translate Kathy's ideas. Kathy, on the 
other hand, is concerned with her prior theory about the arguments on either 
side of the Catt debate. She describes an ethical argument as one that can be 
either wrong or right, depending on how you look at it. By asking questions and 
encouraging Kathy to talk ("Oh, I see what you mean, I think. Keep going"). Tori 
allows Kathy to express her prior theory on the paper topic. On the surface. 
Tori's behavior in this excerpt resembles the non-directive approach because 
Tori asks questions to draw out Kathy's thoughts. However, Tori is not asking 
questions just for the sake of drawing out Kathy's ideas; she is asking questions 
to understand for herself how Kathy is interpreting the meaning of an ethical 
argument. Tori is translating in this excerpt. 
However, as the continuing excerpt shows, after Tori translates Kathy's 
idea, she articulates her own prior knowledge about ethical arguments, which is 
different from Kathy's understanding of an ethical argument. 
T; OK. So we had talked about ethical argtiments as being a right or 
wrong argument and that (?) this is the right thing, and so as an 
audience member you're saying "wait a minute that's not right" but 
she's sajdng that it is. 
K: Um hm 
T: So that makes it an ethical argument? Hm. Well, I think what's 
hanging me up, is that, 1 can see where you're getting that becavise 
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of the way we described ethos, you know we described it as this fair 
play, do right thing sort of thing. 
K: Um hm 
T: And in that sense, I think you're probably right in that Catt would 
say it's an ethical argument becatise it's only fair for white women 
to have the right to vote 
K: Um hm 
T: So that is from her point of view a fair play argument. From our 
point of view it's almost an opposite sort of fair play argument 
because we're saying that what she's says is NOT right. 
K: Um hm 
As we can see through this continuing excerpt of the third space episode. 
Tori has stopped translating. She no longer forms passing theories. Tori 
articulates her translation, but then moves to discussing her prior theory about 
an ethical argument. We could classify this move as a directive tutoring move. 
The tutor is correcting the student's understanding and making what she 
believes is a better suggestion. We could also read this move as Tori's attempt to 
resolve the mismatch of interpretation. However, in this case, the student 
shows no evidence of resolve—there is no indication that she is struggling with 
the correction Tori made, or that she even understands it. She simply replies 
"um hm." And in fact, a paragraph from her final paper does not demonstrate 
that Kathy resolved the mismatched interpretation enough to alter her ethical 
argument much at all: 
As indicated earlier, Catt mostly likes white people because she thinks 
other ethnic groups are inferior in her eyes. This type of argument is a [sic] 
ethos or fair play. Catt is saying that white woman [sic] should have the 
right to vote because white women are the leaders, and the white women 
are looking down upon the non-white women. 
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I believe this third space episode suggests that Kathy and Tori have not resolved 
their varying interpretations. Furthermore, Kathy still seems to have an 
indeterminate understanding of ethos and the fair play argument. 
I find it interesting that by expressing her prior theory in the second part of 
the episode. Tori seems to discount Kathy's interpretation of an ethical argument 
seen through Catt's eyes. Even though Tori has actively translated Kathy's idea, 
she ultimately corrects Kathy by suggesting that Catt's ethical argument is wrong. 
Furthermore, she then imposes her opinion on Kathy by saying "From our point 
of view ... we're saying that what she says is NOT right." Tori has tried to 
resolve the misinterpretation by imposing her point of view. There is probably 
more going on here than the transcripts can show; perhaps Tori is so influenced 
by her prior theory about the debate that she can't see past it. In fact. Tori 
revealed to me in a later interview that she became very frustrated after this 
tutoring session because Kathy "wasn't there yet" in terms of imderstanding the 
arguments in the debate. In this way, this analysis suggests that Tori tries to 
imderstand Kathy's interpretation as well as to change it. 
It is also interesting to note that this third space episode illustrates Tori's 
use of a variety of tutoring dialogue strategies. In this second part of the excerpt. 
Tori seems more directive; in the one immediately before it. Tori used a non-
directive questioning approach. That these two styles appeared in an excerpt of 
tape less than one minute long demonstrates the fluidity of dialogue here, as 
well as the difficulty of maintaining one dialogue approach (such as directive or 
non-directive) in all situations. Instead, by looking at passing theory and the 
third space, we gain insights into tutor and student interpretations and how 
those interpretations can (or cannot) influence a student's paper. In the excerpts 
so far, for example, we can speciilate that the tutor's passing theories materialize 
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when she feels the need to translate Kathy's ideas. Kathy's passing theories 
materialize when trying to respond "correctly" to Tori. Furthermore, we could 
hypothesize from this analysis that Tori is heavily influenced by her prior 
theories, and that while she is able to translate Kathy's ideas, those translations 
do not affect her own (Tori's) prior theories about writing or about the Catt Hall 
debate. 
To check out these speculations, I interviewed both the tutor and student 
about this session. In an interview with Tori, Tori revealed that she was 
frustrated with Kathy's progress. Part of her frustration, she said, had to do with 
the fact that she and Kathy had reviewed the same material and discussed the 
same ethical argtmients in previous sessions, and Kathy still had problems 
understanding the arguments. As a result of Tori's frustration, she perceived 
that there was a gap between her prior theories and the student's prior theories 
about both writing and the Catt Hall debate. In fact, she became so frustrated after 
this session that she went to talk to a specialist in learning disabilities; she 
seriously considered the possibility that Kathy had slight learning disabilities, 
primarily in reading comprehension. Tori's comments confirmed for me what I 
had suspected about Kathy's indeterminate xmderstanding of ethos or the fair 
play argument. 
In the meantime, Kathy revealed to me in her interview that she did not 
perceive a gap or mismatch of interpretation but rather perceived that she was 
learning more about the arguments in the debate and the Catt issue as a whole. 
She artiailated several times, in fact, the point that the debate coxild go "either 
way," which was different from her initial understanding of the Catt issue at the 
beginning of the project. 
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From these interviews and my observations, I concluded that the third 
space demonstrated widely different interpretations of both writing knowledge 
and subject matter knowledge, and that Kathy's writing act reflected 
indeterminacy about writing and subject matter. While diJtferent interpretations 
were expressed in communicative interaction during the tutorials, little 
evidence suggests that Tori and Kathy understood each other, or that they 
resolved their interpretive differences. Instead, Kathy's paper seemed to reflect 
little change, and Tori experienced frustration with Kathy's interpretations (to 
the point that she tried to change these interpretations). 
Subject Knowledge: White Supremacy 
Another third space episode from the second session illustrates how 
indeterminacy in the writing act was further manifest. As I have already 
suggested, in this session Kathy had moved from having no opinion to 
understanding there could be two sides to the Catt debate. The third space 
episode below shows, however, that she is still struggling to interpret the 
different arguments in the debate. Here, Kathy is still working through the 
concept of white supremacy, and she confuses the reasons that the September 
29th Movement is angry with Catt. 
T: Now the second part of this paragraph is where you talk about how 
people on campus feel about that. OK. Now what was the actual 
words that she said. She didn't say only liking white people. What 
were the words she said? 
K: Um, did she say non-white? 
T: Remember we looked it up last week? 
K: White supremacy? 
T: Right. OK. So I would, in this next sentence, I would substitute this 
direct quote with what she said using the expression of white 
supremacy instead of your paraphrase. 
K: [typing] ah.. 
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T; (Reading from paper) "Is working because people on campus are 
angry that they think they are inferior of her or that she thinks 
they're inferior." You said they think they are inferior. And I don't 
think they think they're inferior at all, do they? 
K: No 
T: ha ha ha ha. that 
K: Could I say that they think that she she's, they think that she is 
inferior? 
T: Is that what they think? 
K: No 
T: What do they think? 
K: (silence) 
T: It's not a test, relax ha ha. OK, if someone says women are inferior, 
and we get angry, is it because we reaUy think we're inferior? 
K: No? 
T: It's because they're wrong. They think we're inferior. Right? OK. 
So, I see your wheels turning here. 
K: laugh 
T: You know what you mean, it's just a question of stating it that way, 
right? Now how would you phrase it if you wanted to make it clear 
that they're angry about what she thinks because it's wrong? 
K: um, (reading from paper) um, that she says that they're inferior? 
T: um hm. She did say that they were inferior, that's it. That's why 
they're angry. 
K: OK. 
Here Kathy tries to explain the argument against Catt: "People on campus 
are angry that they think they are inferior of her." Confused, and in an act of 
resolution. Tori asks what Kathy means here. This episode demonstrates 
mismatched interpretation of the Catt debate. When Kathy tries to explain it a 
second time, Kathy says: "Could I say that they think that she she's, they think 
that she is inferior?" Tori clearly has something in mind and Kathy begins to 
guess how she has gotten things "wrong." She is making passing theories to 
understand Tori's idea better. We can see ways in which Kathy makes guesses to 
understand Tori. Her response "no?", for example, ends in a rising inflection, 
indicating her imcertainty. Even her final guess in this excerpt, though it is the 
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right one according to Tori, is stated in an inquisitive way: "Um, (reading from 
paper) um, that she says that they're inferior?" 
In this third space episode, we can clearly see the indeterminacy that 
emerges in the writing act. For example, Kathy understands that there are two 
sides to this debate, but this episode shows that she is still struggling to 
imderstand what those two sides are. This episode reveals Kathy's attempt to 
resolve the mismatched interpretations about the debate, and we can see the 
difficulty of this process. Tori, however, overlooks that difficulty and makes the 
mistake of voicing her assumption that Kathy has the arguments clear. As she 
and Kathy discussed the phrasing of the sentence (who was inferior of whom). 
Tori said "you know what you mean, it's just a matter of saying it." I indicated 
this comment as a passing theory because I believe Tori was attempting to 
resolve their interpretive differences by suggesting how Kathy should think 
about the issue. In fact, Kathy didn 't know what she was saying or how to put it, 
and she sought Tori's help. Tori then gets frustrated and drives Kathy to silence 
in this excerpt, pressuring Kathy to answer her questions. Again, Tori is 
operating from her prior theory about where Kathy should be and what she 
should understand. I believe this excerpt illustrates that indeterminacy in the 
writing act exists even in the midst of directive tutoring comments. 
Furthermore, despite Kathy's attempts, this episode does not demonstrate a 
resolve of their varying interpretations. 
In another attempt to resolve this difference about the argiunent. Tori 
uses an example of gender discrimination in the excerpt—the example of 
women being thought of as inferior—to relate the concept of white supremacy to 
Kathy. When asked later in an interview about this excerpt. Tori said that she 
was trying to relate to Kathy's experience as a woman, but, imlike the other times 
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she used stories or examples, she admitted that she didn't think this example 
worked at all. At this point working with Kathy, Tori suspected that not only 
was the concept of white supremacy foreign to Kathy, but the concept of 
discrimination was foreign to her as well: 
"[Kathy] comes from a white, midwest, middle class backgroimd with little 
or no exposure to other cxiltures. Here everybody believes in the level 
playing field, that everyone is treated the same no matter what color they 
are. What she doesn't understand is that everyone isn't treated the same 
in this culttire. I tried to use the example of discrimination against 
women to illiistrate this to her, but I bet if you ask her if she's ever been 
discriminated against because she's a woman, she'd say no." 
And, in fact, in a later interview, I did ask Kathy if she had ever been 
discriminated against as a woman, and she said: "No, I don't think so." Tori's 
attempt to relate the issue of racial discrimination to gender discrimination was 
therefore unsuccessful, just as Tori had suspected. This example reveals to us, 
again. Tori's strong prior theories about discrimination, about white supremacy, 
and about the Catt Hall debate. To Tori, discrimination was a fact of life. She was 
making the assumption that her prior theories about discrimination were correct 
and that Kathy's prior theories were naive and misinformed. Their differences, 
once again, were not resolved. 
However, I find more interesting the fact that despite Tori's very direct 
comments and suggestions, Kathy's understanding of the argtunents about 
discrimination were still very imclear. This lack of clarity influenced her 
argument in the final paper. After this session Kathy did change the problematic 
sentence in her paper, and it reads: 
Using the expression of only liking white supremacy is working because 
people around campus are angry that Catt said they were inferior. 
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Here she has replaced the words "white people" with "white supremacy/' and 
she changed the last subordinate clause to "people around campus are angry that 
Catt said they were inferior" rather than "people on campus are angry that they 
titunk they are inferior of her." Although these changes reflect the argument 
more acciorately, they don't tell us how Kathy perceives the issue of 
discrimination in this case. Her paper, in accordance with the third space 
episode, reflects her vincertainty about the Catt argument. 
Discussion 
In this analysis of tutor-student dialogue in terms of the third space, I 
report the following conclusions: (1) different interpretations of both writing 
and subject matter knowledge emerged in commtmicative interaction; (2) 
unresolved interpretations foimd in the third space episodes as well as Kathy's 
paper reflected imcertainty in the writing act. 
Clearly, these excerpts show that different interpretations emerged on 
almost all accounts. Kathy and Tori expressed different interpretations about 
documentation, the term white supremacy, the idea of ethos, and the Catt Hall 
argument. In addition, my interviews with Kathy and Tori reflected differences 
in interpretation about the success of the tutorials. From Tori's viewpoint, 
Kathy fell far short of writing an effective argumentative paper. Kathy, however, 
beHeves that she has made great progress, and she was very excited about her 
work. In fact, in contrast to Tori's frustration, Kathy was so excited about this 
paper that she "wanted to show everybody this paper and all the hard work I've 
done." Kathy is proud of the progress she has made. Why does Tori feel 
defeated, and why are these differences unresolved? 
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Perhaps Tori felt frustrated and defeated because she saw these tutoring 
conversations in terms of her own prior theories—as a professional writer, poet, 
academic, and a member of the September 29th Movement. Because Kathy 
wasn't understanding the issues and arguments in the same way Tori was. Tori 
felt endlessly frustrated. Tori was so frustrated, in fact, that she believed she 
needed to reshape her role as a tutor from one who helps improve critical 
thinking to one who is simply a resource person. 
T: Actually in many ways I guess the frustration doesn't surprise me. 
Because I see a very active mind there that doesn't seem to be able 
to make those connections between what she reads and the real 
world. She's not able to pick out the main points, and that's not 
something I can give to her. What I can give her are strategies for 
writing, what I can give her are ways to, a template to make a good 
paragraph, what I can give her is a comma sheet, what I can give her 
is a transition sheet, and some tools to use those, but I can't help her 
to become a critical thinker, you know, so I'm kinda feeling at a loss 
there. 
I think Tori sells herself short here, and she does so because she is focusing only 
on her prior theory about writing and about the Catt Hall debate. The concept of 
the third space helped to identify these varying interpretations about 
commimicative interaction during the tutorials and reflections made after the 
tutorials. 
A second result of this investigation is that Kathy and Tori's passing 
theories did not resolve their differences, and ultimately these imresolved 
differences reflected the indeterminate nature of the writing act. The student's 
interpretations/passing theories in the tutorial discussions appeared to influence 
her final written paper, but they also reflect Kathy's imcertainty about the topic. 
While Kathy made some revisions based on interactions she had with Tori, 
these revisions did not necessarily reflect Kathy's argximent about the debate. In 
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fact, and as Tori noted throughout, Kathy's opinion and argument were absent 
in all the drafts they reviewed in tutorial sessions. And, as I interviewed Kathy 
after the final tutoring session, she told me that she wasn't sure how she felt 
about the debate yet. 
Implications 
I believe this analysis using the concept of the third space has certain 
implications for writing center pedagogy. One implication is that the third space 
can help us focus on ways in which students respond to tutorial dialogue as well 
as how tutors can respond to dialogue. For example, from this analysis we 
learned how Kathy interpreted the progress of the sessions and how she 
interpreted various suggestions that Tori made throughout the sessions. We 
learned that Kathy's interpretations sometimes differed from Tori's 
interpretations. This finding is important for one-to-one tutoring becaxise it 
reveals more about tutoring interaction than simple tutor prompts in dialogue. 
Recall that current tutoring literature suggests ways in which tutors can foster or 
prompt dialogue; however, this literature does not often discuss how students 
respond or interpret tutor comments. The results of this chapter contribute to 
our knowledge about how students respond to tutorial dialogue. 
Another implication is that the third space can reveal how prior theories 
can influence tutorial interaction as well as stifle attempts to resolve mismatched 
interpretation. We learned from this investigation that the tutor had very 
strong prior theories about both writing and about racial issues. These prior 
theories often surfaced in her tutorial contributions, sometimes strongly. In 
addition, the student's prior theories about writing and about racial issues also 
emerged in dialogue, and through the third space we were able to identify how 
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her prior theories differed from Tori's. But these strong prior theories inhibited 
attempts to resolve their differences. 
A final implication is that the third space can demonstrate the 
indeterminacy of the writing act, despite the use of codified tutoring strategies 
like directive or non directive comments. As I have reviewed in this chapter 
and the previous chapter, tutoring literature suggests that directive tutor 
comments create a "fix-it shop" model that bases writing on product, instead of 
process. I believe this investigation shows that even when directive tutor 
strategies were used in the tutorial, the student did not plagiarize the tutor's 
suggestions; nor did she adopt her argument. The results were impredictable. 
This finding suggests that in this tutor-student communicative interaction, 
interpretation in tutorial interaction was dynamic and indeterminate. Current 
tutoring dialogue strategies do not account for this indeterminacy in the writing 
act. Future studies might examine the use of directive strategies on students' 
papers and ways in which indeterminacy influences student writing. 
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CONCLUSION 
In this dissertation I have discussed the role of interpretation in the 
production of discotirse, and I have suggested that interpretation, which 
embodies indeterminacy of meaning and situatedness, is central to the act of 
writing. This hermeneutic definition of writing radically redefines the idea that 
writing is a structxired, codified process or series of activities that can be taught in 
a writing classroom. In addition, this hermeneutic definition of writing is 
grotmded in specific arguments regarding postmodern pedagogy and the 
reception and production of discourse. I would like to briefly review those 
arguments here. 
In chapter one I reviewed several problematic pedagogies that claimed to 
apply postmodern or antifoundationalism to writing iiistruction. Many of these 
attempts grew out of postmodern and antifoundationalist theories in which 
indeterminacy of meaning and situatedness are characteristics. Because these 
pedagogies are grovmded primarily in theory, there is little research available to 
support these pedagogies, and I suggested that these pedagogies be investigated 
more closely. I argued that current attempts to develop a "postmodern 
pedagogy" are unsuccessful—even paradoxical—and that indeterminacy of 
meaning and situatedness in the writing act can be explained more clearly 
through the lens of interpretation. 
The connection between interpretation and writing pedagogy, however, 
has been largely ignored because many scholars connect interpretation to the 
reception of discourse (i.e., reader response) instead of the production of 
discourse. Among discussions about interpretation exists a constant debate about 
the limits of interpretation between hermeneutic contextualists and 
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henneneutic xiniversalists. While hermeneutic contextualists suggest that 
interpretation is shaped by community and conventions, hermeneutic 
imiversalists suggest that interpretation has no limits. I suggested in chapter two 
that this latter position—hermeneutic universalism—fits interpretation in the 
production of discourse. In this universalist perspective, interpretation is 
thought to "go all the way down," meaning that interpretation is always situated 
among previous interpretations and cannot be codified or structured in any way. 
In this way, interpretation is indeterminate and situated. I believe that these 
characteristics of hermeneutic vmiversalism coincide with pedagogical attempts 
to capture indeterminacy of meaning and situatedness in the writing act. 
Hermeneutic uiuversalism is linked with the writing act through 
commimicative interaction. Donald Davidson, for example, explains that 
interpretation derives from cormnuiucative interaction because we cannot know 
in advance the mental states of others before we engage in communicative 
interaction with them. (Davidson describes this emphasis on commimicative 
interaction more fully in his explanation of prior and passing theories.) In 
cormecting interpretation to communicative interaction and, therefore, to the 
writing act, I suggested that the writing act also involves cooperation with others, 
particularly in dialogues about writing that occur in classrooms (i.e., student-
student peer review and teacher-student coriferences). I suggested that if we look 
at these interactions about writing more closely, we might see how 
indeterminacy of meaning and situatedness in the writing act emerge, and I 
employed the concept of the "third space" to describe and to evaluate these 
interactions. 
As I explained in chapter two, the third space is a theoretical concept that 
helps los to see the interplay of interpretations that exists between a writer and 
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audience during the act of writing as well as how these interpretations are 
reflected by the uncertainties conversants express in dialogues about meaning. 
In chapter two, I also pointed out that my concept of the third space derives from 
Donald Davidson's concept of "passing theory." Davidson maintains that during 
communicative interaction, passing theories represent momentary, partial 
interpretations that occur between speakers, and these passing theories 
incorporate indeterminacy of meaning and situatedness. The third space is an 
extension of Davidson's conception of the passing theory, and I believe that the 
third space provides a tool that teachers and researchers can use to evaluate the 
effectiveness of communicative interaction in the writing act. I attempted to 
demonstrate the usefulness of this tool in chapters four and six, and I explained 
how interpretation operated in a technical commxxnication classroom and a 
writing center tutorial exchange. My examinations of these situated writing acts 
demonstrated how indeterminacy arises in commvmicative interaction and how 
interpretations can affect documents such as pamphlets, brochures, and 
arg^imentative papers. 
Consequently, I believe that understanding writing as a hermeneutic 
activity has significant implications for how we tmderstand and teach the 
writing act. In the remainder of this concluding chapter, I would like to outline 
these implications for writing teachers by addressing certain questions that 
teachers may have about the third space and the interpretive perspective 
required by the concept of the third space. 
What Can the Interpretive Perspective Contribute to Writing Pedagogy? 
The interpretive perspective asks us to accept the difficult notion that the 
writing act cannot be neatly sequenced, structured, codified, and then relayed to 
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students. Rather, this perspective suggests that the writing act is complicated by 
individual situations and the indeterminate interplays of communicative 
interaction, and that these complications cannot be routinely predicted in a 
writing process. Although the interpretive perspective embodies uncertainty, it 
does not invalidate all of oiu: current ideas about writing pedagogy. For instance, 
it does not deny that there are stages in the writing act that may occur or reocciir; 
it simply suggests that these stages do not comprise the entire writing act. 
Instead, the hermeneutic perspective suggests that there is more to the writing 
act than a structured process. That 'something more" is the indeterminacy of 
meaning and situatedness that occur during communicative interaction. 
Therefore, the contribution of the interpretive perspective to writing pedagogy is 
the realization that interpretation—an indeterminate, situated activity— 
influences the vmting act in ways we cannot codify. In this way, the interpretive 
perspective tells us more about the writing act than process notions of pedagogy 
have described. 
What Can We Do with the Knowledge that the Writing Act Is Indeterminate? 
One answer to this question, following Stanley Fish, is that we can do 
"nothing" with the knowledge that the writing act is indeterminate. Recall that 
in "Antifoundationalism, Theory Hope, and the Teaching of Composition," Fish 
(1989) suggested that "Being told that you are in a situation will help you neither 
to dwell in it more perfectly nor to write within it more successfully" (35). 
Similarly, the argument that writing incorporates indeterminacy suggests that 
this indeterminacy occurs whether or not we draw attention to it. But a second 
answer to this question suggests that this knowledge helps us realize the 
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indeterminate quality of the writing act. I believe that this realization suggests 
two very concrete implications about our views about writing instruction. 
First, if we agree that writing is an indeterminate, hermeneutic act, we 
should recognize that the writing act constitutes more than imderstanding or 
applying academic or rhetorical conventions to writing pedagogy. In chapter 
four, I mentioned that the first half of the technical communication course I 
taught relied on textbook notions of communication such as formats for writing 
(i.e. correspondence, reports, instructions), as well as rhetorical principles such as 
audience, purpose, language use, and design. While these conventions and 
rhetorical principles for writing can be extremely useful for students in 
structuring their writing assigriments, these conventions shovild not be confused 
with the writing act. In chapter four, I tried to demonstrate that while students 
made use of these conventions in their clinic projects, communicative 
interaction also influenced the writing act—particularly the discussions between 
students and the physician from the clinic. This communicative interaction 
influenced the writing act in ways that process-oriented pedagogies could not 
have predicted or described. 
Understanding the indeterminacy inherent in the writing act also mearis 
that our efforts to structure dialogues about writing may not be all that useful. In 
my investigations, I focused qmte obviously on commxmicative interaction that 
occurred in classrooms and writing centers. As I disoossed in chapters five and 
six, writing centers in particxilar have suggested a number of dialogue strategies 
that might create a "student-centered" environment and allow students to leam 
more effectively. However, as I attempted to show in my discussion of writing 
center dialogues, these strategies do not determine student response in one-to-
one interactions about writing. When we consider the role of interpretation in 
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communicative interaction, we may realize that no dialogue strategy can 
guarantee any particular environment (such as a "student-centered" 
environment) or results (assimilation of writing knowledge through the use of 
directive strategies). 
How Would the Interpretive Perspective Alter or Influence Writing Instruction? 
The primary way in which the interpretive perspective would alter 
current writing pedagogy is by moving beyond the process model. As I explained 
earlier, this move does not mean that we should reject the idea that writing may 
seem in retrospect to involve some sort of process; however, it does mean that 
we should reject the idea that the writing act can be codified neatly into a process. 
This dissertation suggests that the writing act cannot be easily structured or 
codified, for writing is a complex, indeterminate, and situated activity. 
Moving beyond process means that we might investigate specific "post-
process" perspectives of writing pedagogy; namely, the idea that writing is a 
commtmicative, interpretive act rather than a systematized process. For 
example, a rising emphasis among post-process scholars is the emphasis on 
dialogue in the classroom. I argued in chapter three that this emphasis on 
dialogic activity in the classroom improves communicative interaction between 
students and teachers as well as mentoring relationships in writing instruction. 
Although ideally effective writing instruction might occur more frequently in 
one-to-one mentoring relationships, as Kent (1993) suggests, this type of 
mentoring may not be realistically accomplished in colleges and imiversities. 
Still, this mentoring can occur to some degree in writing instruction. This 
dialogic pedagogy might be achieved through writing assignments that involve a 
public audience. Through "public" assigmnents, teachers can act as mentors to 
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their students who write for audiences outside of the classroom. In chapter four 
I illustrated a public interaction assignment through a project with a local clinic. 
As that investigation showed, the commtmicative interactions between students, 
myself, and a physician from the clinic were integral to the project, and 
interpretations of these interactions clearly influenced the written products that 
students completed. 
Will Understanding the Interpretive Perspective Help Students Become Better 
Writers and Produce Better Writing? 
This dissertation has been devoted to (1) explaiiiing the interpretive 
perspective and (2) illustrating the interpretive perspective through 
investigations of pedagogical situations. While my investigations have had an 
illustrative purpose, they do not explain how student writing is improved 
through the hermeneutic perspective. Future studies may focus on this very 
point. However, the investigations 1 conducted in chapters four and six— 
particularly chapter four, the clinic project—suggest that the focus on 
communicative interaction did help students recognize ineffective writing. 
Furthermore, by interacting directly with Dr. Chmxira and by regularly inquiring 
about his needs for the clinic documents, students vividly imderstood that 
audience needs are crucial to a document's design and content. In their direct 
interactions with Dr. Chmura, they compared their interpretations of audience 
concerns with Dr. Chmura's interpretations of the same concerns. Although 
these interpretatioris sometimes differed, the practice of identifying audience 
concerns proved valuable in this project, and students learned about expressing 
meariing in ways that they would not have learned in a traditional academic 
paper. 
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Similarly, through the irxterpretive perspective, students may better 
imderstand the implication of situatedness in writing. That is, they may leam 
that writing is a highly situated activity and that communicative interaction 
vmiquely influences that activity. For example, both investigations that I 
discussed in this dissertation illustrated how the writing act was imiquely 
situated. In chapter four, the writing act was situated in the clinic project and 
involved classroom and workplace expectations for technical commimication. 
In chapter six, the writing act was situated in the student's and tutor's knowledge 
about the Catt hall debate. These two analyses were quite different from one 
another because the writing acts were uniquely situated. We might conclude 
that the interpretive perspective encourages students to more fully examine 
situations surrounding writing acts as well as specific content knowledge 
necessary to complete a writing act. 
How Can Teachers Employ the Concept of the Third Space in the Classroom? 
The third space, as I have described and illustrated it in this dissertation, is 
primarily an evaluative tool—a tool to examine interpretation of 
communicative interaction within the classroom. Through my application of 
the concept of the third space, I have illustrated how prior and passing theories 
emerge in dialogue, and I have demonstrated the interplay of interpretations 
that occur during commimicative interaction. 
I believe that the concept of the third space is valuable for teachers and 
tutors of writing who are in the position to evaluate critically the dialogues 
between themselves and their students. As I described in chapters five and six, 
one shortcoming of "dialogue strategies" created for tutorial or conference 
situations is that they do not focus on student response to dialogue. Without 
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considering the student's response, teachers and tutors of writing may not 
interpret effectively a student's utterance. The concept of the third space is a tool 
that writing instructors can use to acknowledge student interpretations and 
response, and to recognize the prior knowledge that students bring to a writing 
center or classroom. The third space can be a helpful concept for students as 
well—particularly for professional commimication students who engage in 
public writing assignments. As my investigation in chapter four illustrates, the 
third space highlighted different classroom and workplace expectations for cliruc 
doamients. Understanding these differences may help students vmderstand the 
complexities of classroom and workplace communication. 
The students in the clinic project and the writing center project were not 
aware of the concept of the third space; however, instruction employing the 
concept of the third space is an intrigxaing idea. As I mentioned above, students 
might use the concept of the third space to identify varying expectations for 
documents, as well as to compare audience and writer concerns for documents. 
This task may be a useful practice for students. 
What Are the Problems with the Interpretive Perspective? 
In spite of the unique insights that the interpretive perspective and the 
concept of the third space can provide, there are some problems with this 
approach to writing pedagogy. One problem is methodological. As a researcher, I 
have based my analyses in this dissertation on communicative interaction that 
ocairs in the act of writing, and I have identified utterances within that 
interaction that reflect interpretation. However, my evaluation is selective. The 
analyses are quite detailed, and because of this depth I am unable to quantify 
findings from the third space episodes that I selected. Researchers must take this 
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problem into account when trying to investigate interpretation in 
communicative interaction. 
Another problem with the interpretive perspective concerns the 
argimient that writing cannot be taught. As I mentioned earlier, the interpretive 
perspective radically redefines writing as an interpretive, communicative act 
rather than a structured, codified process. As such, the indeterminacy involved 
in the writing act cannot be easily represented. Some writing instructors 
interpret this claim as a suggestion that writing instructors can do nothing to 
help students leam how to write. I do not believe this complaint about the 
interpretive perspective is accurate. The interpretive perspective, as I explained 
earlier, does not take away anything from writing pedagogy as we know it; rather, 
it contributes to it. That is, the suggestion that writing is an interpretive act does 
not reject process as a part of the writing act; it rejects the idea that a codified 
process defines the writing act. I believe that Joseph Petraglia (forthcoming) 
explains this point most clearly when he writes: "Of course, the fundamental 
observation that an individual produces text by means of a writing process has 
not been discarded. Instead, it has dissolved and shifted from figure to ground" 
(63). 
There are still plenty of tasks that we as writing instructors can do in the 
classroom. In fact, much of what we do might not change at all as a result of 
adopting the interpretive perspective. It is how we understand the writing act 
that might change. In adopting the interpretive perspective we would define the 
writing act as an indeterminate, communicative activity instead of defining the 
writing act as process, or conventions, or the application of rhetorical principles. 
Similarly, another difficulty in researching interpretation is that the researcher imposes a 
certain interpretation on the communicative interaction being studied. Researchers must be very 
careful to reflect dialogue and interviews about that dialogue accurately without imposing their 
interpretations (except, perhaps, as they synthesize the results of such an investigation). 
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We might teach a process, or conventions, or the application of rhetorical 
principles, but the hermeneutic approach to writing that I advocate here suggests 
that we cannot teach the writing act if we define that act as indeterminate and 
interpretive. This recognition of the writing act and its emphasis on 
commtmicative interaction suggest that as teachers we are required to act as 
mentors to our students by becoming part of our students' writing acts. 
What Are Some of the Research Directions Suggested by the Interpretive 
Perspective? 
If we accept the argument that writing is a communicative, interpretive 
activity, and not a codified process, then future research might explore a whole 
new arena of writing pedagogy involving interpretation. Further research might 
explore the indeterminate nature of the writing act in a niimber of situations. 
(In this dissertation, for example, I have explored only two situated writing acts). 
More studies about the indeterminate nature of commimicative interaction 
would help researchers draw comparisons and conclusions about the role that 
interpretation plays in the writing act. 
In addition, future studies might compare the indeterminate nature of the 
writing act with the written work that students produce. Investigations of this 
sort would help researchers answer the question: "Does the interpretive 
perspective make students better writers?" These studies might also investigate 
whether or not instruction employing the concept of the third space helps 
students become better writers. Future studies might explore how the third space 
might be taught to students and how this instruction might strengthen their 
written work. 
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Finally, because the interpretive perspective emphasizes communicative 
interaction, futxire studies might investigate the varying forms these interactions 
could take. I have already explored some of these interactior\s through the 
different contexts of the writing classroom and the writing center tutorial 
(student-student, teacher-student, nonacademic professional-student, 
nonacademic professional-teacher); however, the interactions that I have 
examined are all oral interactions. Electronic interactions made through 
synchronous (chat rooms) and asynchronous (electronic mail) mediums make 
up another site for interactions about writing that I have not yet explored. Sites 
for researching these interactions include distance education and on-line writing 
centers. Because writing is taught on-line in these sites, they form a rich and 
largely untapped site of commimicative interactions about writing. 
This dissertation has explored the role of interpretation in the writing act 
by investigating indeterminacy in communicative interaction. While my 
investigation has been exploratory in nature, I believe that the concept of the 
third space can help us more closely examine the fascinating interplays of 
interpretation that occur in the writing act, and consequently, the third space 
may demonstrate ways in which the writing act is indeterminate. I hope that in 
some way the third space moves us closer to understanding the impact of the 
interpretive perspective on writing pedagogy. 
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Figiire 1. Evaluation Criteria Sheet 
Evaluation Criteria 
Content Is all necessary information included? 
Is the content appropriate? 
Context Does the writer address issues in ways appropriate to the 
discipline (what are conventions)? 
Does the communication meet the necessary requirements 
for the assignment? 
What is the situation requiring the communication? 
Audience Does the writer addressMcknowiedge the audience (who is 
the audience—primary and second^)? 
Has the writer adapted the material so that the audience(s) 
can easily understand it? 
Are appropriate language and vocabulary used to 
communicate with Ae audience—language they will 
understand? 
Purpose Is the purpose clearly stated (to inform, persuade, argue, 
etc.?) 
Is the purpose evident throughout (are there places that 
stray from the intended purpose)? 
Is the purpose (indicated by the author) appropriate? 
How will the document/paper be used by its reader? 
Is information tailored to suit that intended use? 
Organization Is the infomiation organized clearly: 
By section? Are headings included to separate sections of 
information? 
By paragraph? Do paragraphs have clear topic sentences 
and express a cohesive line of thought? Are transitions 
included between paragraphs? 
By visuals? Are visuals (charts, tables, graphs, etc.) 
clearly indicated in the text and/or by captions near the 
visuals? 
Support Is support included—details, facts, evidence—to illustrate 
main points? 
Is support appropriate? 
Is support documented correctly (according to style 
manual)? 
Expression Does the writer use correct punctuation, grammar, and 
spelling? 
Are sentences clear and concise? Wordy? 
Does the writer use appropriate vocabulary? 
Is the writer documenting sources correctly? Plagiarizing? 
Design Is the paper visually effective—balance of white 
space/margins, headings, visuals/graphs, type size, font, 
and style? 
Is the paper neat and easy to read? 
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Figure 2. English 314 Syllabus and Policy Sheet 
English 314 Syllabus 
Lee-Ann Kastman, Instructor 
Office: Ross 424 Phone: 294-0908 
Required Texts: Burnett, Rebecca E. Technical Communication. 4th edition. 
Iowa State University. Writer's Guide to Microsoft Word 5.1 
This is a computer-enhanced section of English 314. We will meet in computer lab Ross 115 
every Tuesday starting on January 21 
Unit Date Topic Assignment 
Introduction Jan 14 
T 
Introduction to the course 
Introduce Assignment #I 
Discuss Writing Process 
Jan 16 
Th 
Define Technical Communication 
Discuss Correspondence 
Presentations 
Read Ch 1, 19 Burnett 
Meet in 
Ross 115 
Jan 21 
T 
Log in 
Work Day (Assignment#!) 
Jan 23 
Th 
Peer Review 
Introduce Assignment #2 
Bring Draft of 
Assigmnent #1 
Document 
Analysis 
Jan 28 
T 
Correct Memo/Effective Communication Exercise #1 (in class) 
Read Ch 2 
Assignment #1 due 
Jan 30 
Th 
Review Criteria 1-4 Read Ch 4, 8 
Feb 4 
T 
Collaborative Exercise: Direct Mail Exercise #2 (in class) 
Feb 6 
Th 
NO CLASS 
Review Criteria 5-8 
Read Ch 9, 10 
Feb 11 
T 
Work Day (Assignment #2) 
Feb 13 
Th 
Peer Review (Assignment #3) Bring Drafts of Paper 
Technical 
Instructions 
and 
Presentations 
Feb 18 
T 
Introduce Assignment #3 
In a dyad, write instructions 
Exercise #3 (in class) 
ReadCh 16 
Assignment #2 Due 
Feb 20 
Th 
Discuss Definitions and Descriptions Read Ch 12, 13 
Feb 25 
T 
Test Documents 
Exchange Instructions and Read 
Exercise #4 (in class) 
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Feb 27 
Th 
Discuss Document Testing and Presentations Read Ch 11, 20 
Read Handout 
Mar 4 
T 
Work Day (Assignment #3) 
Mar 6 
Th 
Peer Review Bring Drafts of Papers 
March 
10-14 
SPRING BREAK 
Mar 18 
T 
Presentations Assignment #3 Due 
Mar 20 
Th 
Presentations 
Conferences Mar 25 
T 
Conferences No class 
Mar 27 
Th 
Conferences No class 
Feasibility 
Report and 
Collaboration 
Apr 1 
T 
Introduce Assignment #4 
Do Collaborative Exercise 
Exercise #5 (in class) 
Apr 3 
Th 
Discuss Collaboration, Feasibility Reports, and 
Proposals 
Ch 5, 18 
Apr 8 
T 
Group Day; Proposals/ Agendas Meet with me in class 
Apr 10 
Th 
Progress Reports 
Proposals 
Ch 17 
Apr 15 
T 
Group Day; Revision of Proposal Exercise #6 (in class) 
Apr 17 
Th 
Group Day No class 
Apr 22 
T 
Group Day; Progress Report Exercise 7 (in class) 
Apr 24 
Th 
Group Conferences with me: Progress Update Meet in groups in class 
Exercise 7 due 
Apr 29 
T 
Group Day 
May 1 
Th 
Group Day Assignment #4 due 
May 5 
Finals! 
Group Presentations 
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English 314 Policy Sheet 
Lee-Ann Kastman, Instructor 
Office: ROSS 424 Phone: 294-0908 
Welcome— 
As students attending Iowa State University, you may be taking this class for one of several 
reasons: you may be taking the class because it is required for your major or because you want 
to leam more about technical communication. Whatever the reason, you are here because you 
need or want to improve your communication skills. This class will introduce you to a variety 
of communication tasks that you may encounter in the workplace. However, whereas I can 
introduce professional communication in general, I cannot instruct forms of communication 
specific to each of your disciplines. Tnerefore, this course will require a collaborative effort. I 
need you to inform me and the class about your technical field and the types of professional 
communication included in it. 
Course Objectives 
My course objectives include introducing you to written, oral, and visual communication tasks 
that you may encounter in your future careers. In this course, you will receive regular 
feedback and assistance from me and your peers. The objectives of the course are to help you: 
• Improve written, oral, and visual communication skills 
• Write and present interesting documents that pertain to your discipline 
• Participate and effectively utilize collaboration 
• Use word processing computer technology to facilitate your communication 
Units/ Assignments 
There are three major units included in this course, though some of those units include more 
than one assignment. Below is a description of the units and assignments included in each 
unit. 
I. Introduction to 
Technical 
Communication 
11. Technical 
Instructions and 
Presentations 
111. Feasibility Report 
and Collaboration 
In this unit you will be 
introduced to effective 
technical communication and 
types of correspondence. 
You will write a memo to 
This unit introduces both 
technical instructions and 
how to give presentations. 
You will write a set of 
technical instructions and 
In a p-oup. vou will plan, 
prepare, write, and present a 
feasibilitv report that smdies 
a real-world problem. This 
project requires your group 
to write a proposal and a 
progress report during the 
process of your 5-week 
collaboration. 
me describing technical 
communication in vour 
present those instructions to 
the class. You will also be 
field. You will also analvze 
a document for effective 
technical communication. 
asked to complete document 
testing on instructions 
written by your peers. 
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Computer Enhancement 
Because this course is computer enhanced, all written work must be type-written on computer. 
We will meet in Macintosh Computer Lab Ross 15 every Tuesday of class. Familiarity with 
Mac computers is beneficial but not required. Minimal computer instruction will not be offered 
in the course; you should already have knowledge of basic computer skills (i.e., typing, 
saving, printing, etc.). The lab days of class will give you an oppormnity to learn Mac 
computers and share and/or receive your knowledge with others. We will primarily make use 
of word processing, but we may also use graphics or spreadsheet programs to enhance 
documents. Talk programs (E-mail, Daedalus) may also be set up for the class. More 
direction on these programs will be offered as we move along in the course. Remember that I 
am not a computer expert. If you have problems, I can refer you to the lab monitor or to your 
computer manual. 
Other Exercises and Activities 
In addition to the assignments, other exercises and activities will be required. 
Readings 
Readings include several chapters of Bumett's text. Technical Communication f4th 
edition}. Although you are responsible for completing the readings and I expect you to 
have readings completed, we will not always cover the material in class. I would like class 
time to be devoted to practicing and reviewing your writing. However, having the readings 
completed on the assigned day will greatly clarify your understanding of the course material 
and will only benefit you. Your work will easily reflect whether or not you have done the 
reading in Burnett's text. 
Presentations 
Oral communication is important to technical conmiunication; therefore, I have provided 
several opportunities for you to present information orally. Some of these presentations are 
informal and will not be graded. Other presentations will be graded. Class discussions 
(which we will have frequently) also provide another opportunity to develop your oral 
communication skills. 
Computer Exercises 
Several computer exercises will be required in this course. These exercises should help 
prepare you for assignments we are working on in the class. Some of these exercises will 
be done collaboratively; others individually. You must complete these exercises in class on 
computer days. I prefer that you mm in these exercises electronically through my drop box 
(more info on that later). You may turn in a copy in print as well if you like. 
Peer Review 
An activity you may find in your fumre workplace is reviewing other colleagues' work and 
having your own work reviewed. In this class, you will participate in peer review before 
documents are due. These peer review sessions will not be held in the computer lab. I 
prefer that you work with a print copy and discuss your work with others face-to-face. 
Collaboration 
As I already mentioned, some computer exercises will be completed collaboratively, as will 
the peer review sessions. The final assignment of this course, the feasibility report, will be 
completed collaboratively as well. We will go over effective collaborative strategies and 
discuss the process of collaboration firequently throughout the course. 
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Policies 
Policies create and establish an environment and culture unique to our class; learning to follow 
policies may help you as you enter other organizational cultures. Policies in this class pertain 
to punctuality (attendance and assignments), conferences, and evaluation (grading scale and 
criteria). 
Attendance 
Punctual attendance will be required and expected in this course. Because of the rigorous 
nature of the course, class attendance will be essential. In case of absences, however, I 
will enforce the following policy. Each student will receive a maximum of 2 absences. 
Missing more than 2 class days will inevitably affect your grade, AND IF MORE THAN 6 
DAYS ARE MISSED YOU AUTOMATICALLY FAIL THE COURSE. If you must be 
absent for activities (and/or more than 2 class days), I ask that you please notify me in 
advance. 
Assignments 
Completed papers will be expected on the day they are due. Papers will be collected during 
the class hour. If completion is impossible by class time, PLEASE CONTACT ME 
PERSONALLY, through phone or office visit BEFORE THE PAPER IS DUE—NOT ON 
THE DUE DATE, and you may have until 5 PM of the class day the paper is due to 
complete the assignment. Anything turned in after the class hour (or in case of a rare 
exception, 5 PM) on the day the paper is due will be considered LATE. I will dock late 
papers a full letter grade each class day they are late. 
Conferences 
One-to-one conferences with me will be held once during the semester. During that time 
we can talk about your progress in the course and any concerns you may have with 
assignments, etc. You are welcome to schedule a conference at any time during the 
semester. If there is anything you would like to discuss about the course with me, please 
give me a call or schedule a conference time with me. 
Evaluation 
Major assignments, daily work, and policies will all account for your final grade. Each 
assignment will be evaluated on a percentage system: 
Gradinff Scale Assignments 
A 100-93% Correspondence 10% 
A- 92-90% Document Analysis 20% 
B+ 89-87% Technical Instructions 20% 
B 86-83% Presentation 10% 
B- 82-80% Feasibility Report 30% 
C+ 79-77% Class Participation 10% 
C 76-73% 100% 
C- 72-70% 
D+ 69-67% 
D 66-63% 
D- 62-60% 
F 59% and below 
Evaluation will be based on your attention to the following rhetorical elements: content, context, purpose, 
support, audience, organization, expression, and design. Note that these criteria pertain to written work: 
criteria for presentations are slightly different and will be discussed in class. 
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Figure 3. Letter to Dr. Chmnra 
Dr. Chmura 
Allergy Qinic 
1215 Duff 
Ames, lA 50010 
February 18, 1997 
Dr. Chmura: 
You may remember me as an allergy patient who thought she was allergic to cats but in reality 
was only allergic to mold and dust mites. (I visited the clinic on February 12.) You also may 
remember that I teach technical writing at Iowa State University. I'm writing to see if you'd be 
interested in allowing me and my students to redesign your informational document about 
allergies (see enclosure). 
We discussed this document in passing when I left the clinic on February 12; however, we had 
talked about the possibility that I would redesign the document for pay. As I thought about this 
some more, I realized that the document provided a perfect project for my students. Each 
semester I require students to find a real application for a technical writing project rather than an 
assignment I create. In this particular case, I would ask smdents to form teams and revise this 
document. The teams would compete with each other to create the most suitable document for 
you, and at the end of the project you would have as many as 6 designs to choose from. 
If you were to agree to this project, I would need your permission to use the document (any 
names and addresses on the document can be changed if you wish). I would also need to talk 
with you briefly about the document to get more information about its intended use, audience, 
information, design preferences, etc. (I'd prefer talking in person so we could look at the 
document together, but we can also do this over the phone or on e-mail if you have access to 
the internet. I know you are extremely busy.) 
I realize this all may seem like a strange request, but I believe this project could have several 
benefits. For you, this project would be a minimal time commitment, and you may receive a 
document that you plan to use in the future (and at no cost to the Allergy Clinic!). My students 
would receive the benefit of working on an interesting and worthwhile technical writing 
project. And I would benefit from the experience of forging a project that attempts to bridge 
community and university (a goal that is important to me as a teacher and future college 
professor). 
If you are at all interested in this project, please feel free to contact me at school (294-0908) or 
at home after 5pm (292-1452). I am also on e-mail daily (lkastman@iastate.edu). Thank you 
for considering this project. I hope to hear from you soon. 
Sincerely, 
Lee-Ann Kastman 
enc.: "Allergy Department" 
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Figure 4. Patient Consiiltation Document 
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ALLERS7 - IMMDKOLOG7 £ PEDIATRIC HJIMC»IOLOGX' 
ALLERGY CONSULTATION 
Please fill out this form and bring it with you for your appoinrmenr which 
is scheduled: , , at 
with Doctor or Doctor Allergy skin testing may be done a-
this' time. Fi-ease do not taJce antihistamines such as Actifed, Seldane, 
Chlor-Trimeton, Iscolor, Rondec seventy-two hours (3 days) prior to yotir 
appointanent time, Hismanal six weeks or Clarxtin for 1 week prior to yoixr 
appointment time. Asthma medications such as Theophylline, Proventil 
Repetabs, Inhalers and/or cortisone products may be taken. If you cannot 
keep your appointment, please call at least 72 hours ahead of time so we 
can offer your time to someone else. 
NAME AGE BIRTHDATZ 
Last First Middle 
Parent * s Name Home Phone 
Address 
Referring Physician 
I. SYMPTOMS, COMPLAINTS, OR CHARACTERISTICS that apply to you. Circle 
terms that apply. 
.1. Nasal symptoms: Itches, congestion, nasal polyps, sinus trouble, 
hay fever, frequent head colds, long-lasting colds, sneezing 
attacks, runny nose. 
2. Chest symptoms: Chest pain, daily cough, wheezing, recurrent 
attacks of asthma, shortness of breath on exertion, shortness of 
breath at rest, chronic recurrent bronchitis, recurrent 
pnexmionia. 
3. Skin symptoms: Recurrent hives, eczema, itching, tingling, 
burning, swelling of eyes, hives associated with difficulty 
swallowing or tightness of chest, skin rash. 
4. Eye symptoms: Itching, watering. 
5. Ear symptoms: Recurrent ear infection., itching, hearing loss, 
stopped up, fluid in ears, dizziness. 
6. Gastrointestinal symptoms: Colic, diarrhea, constipation, 
frequent indigestion. 
7. Insect sting reaction. 
II. Age at onset of symptoms 
III. Do you have symptoms year around or just certain times? 
What times? 
What months are worst? 
What months are best? 
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IV. Are symptoms affected by: (Please mark "N" if Nasal; "C if Chest; 
"NC" if both Nasal and Chest; leave blank if not affected) . 
_weather change 
"time/day (morning; 
'night) 
_change 
_trips 
"heat 
'cold 
"foods-specify 
in residence 
_riding in country 
"vacuuming 
'others (please be 
"specific) 
_infections 
_rain 
_wind 
_dampness 
~fumes/odors 
"tobacco smoke 
'fabrics 
_around bams/ 
hay 
_dusting 
^fatigue 
"lakeside 
_fumace (when 
'turns on) 
_plant/grass 
_flowering trees 
"animals-type 
jDasements 
_insect bites 
"raking leaves 
mowing lawns 
_air cond. 
_exercise 
"emotions 
"(tension, 
excitement) 
school/work 
insecticides 
V. MEDICATIONS: 
1. What medications are you taking at the present 
often? 
time ana now 
2. List previous medications you used and if they helpe your 
oroblem. 
3. List amy medications you are allergic to or medications which 
have caused side effects (i.e. Penicillin, sulfa). 
Describe the reaction: 
VT. PAST MEDICAL HISTORY: 
1. Have you ever had allergy skin tests? Yes No 
Where ^When 
2. Have you ever received allergy (shots) hyposensitization 
injections? Yes No 
Where When 
How long Effect on symptoms 
Figure 5. Welcome Document 
WHI coiiifj ; 
Wt; welcome yo\) to our Mlerqy and 
Pulinonnry Practice. We wish you 
improved health and dedicate 
ourselves to satisfy this goal. 
purposes 
The practice is devoted to the 
total care of allergy and 
respiratory disorders. 
Vie treat primarilv asthma, hay 
fever, food allergy and 
intolerance, eczema, hives, Insect 
sting reactions, "sinus" headaches, 
and drug allergies. Wc evaluate 
and treat asthma, cystic fibrosis, 
recurrent pneumonias, croup and 
iiiunune deficiencies. 
You may see us hy calling for an 
appointment. A new patient work-up 
and testing date generally can be 
obtained within 1 weeks^ A regular 
follow-up visit may take up to 2 
weeks before the appointment. Sick 
patients will be seen right away, 
for everyone's sake, an appointment 
is advisable. 
dtintlers, inolds and foods. Within 
10-20 minutes, the substances that 
you are allergic to, if any, will 
be evident. The area of the skin 
where the substance was placed will 
be inflamed like a mosquito bite or 
small welt and will usually feel 
itchy. These reactions will pass 
within several hours of receiving 
you tests. 
By getting ycur health history and 
performing laboratory and skin 
tests, your allergist can determine 
the most effective treatment plan 
for you. 
Cancellations 
PLEASE OOH'T DF, A "NO SHOW"! We 
arrange for your coming and expect 
equal courtesy from you. If you 
must miss an appointment witi) the 
doctor, be the good person you are 
and call well enough ahead (21 
hours In advancc) to allow another 
to be seen Instjiad. We have set 
aside 1 liour of my time, solely for 
you. 
Telephone Calls - 515-239-4482 
The First Visit to the Allergist 
Tl>e first time you visit your 
allergist, he or she will spend 
time getting a thorough history of 
yoUr Illness from you. • You will be 
asked questions about your home and 
work environment, your diet, and 
your living habits. The allergist 
may also do a physical e.xamlnatlon 
and perform skin tests to determine 
the substances to which you are 
alIcrgic. 
1) Office Hours - A receptionist 
will answer. Please be patient, 
she Is the busiest person in the 
office. Kindly be explicit and 
considerate. She will try her best 
to help by answering your questions 
or transferring the call to the 
nurse. If this is an emergency 
call, please let the receptionist 
know tiiis and she will interrupt 
me. 
After Office Hours 
Allerqist on Call. You will then 
be put in touch with either Doctor 
3) Medicine Renewals - Please think 
ahead. Try not to call after 
hours. Have the name of the drug,, 
dose and pharmacy number ready when 
you call . 
4) Sick Calls - We ask that you 
have pencil, paper and a list of 
your medications (and recent doses) 
on hand before you telephone. 
5) Who to Call In the first Placc -
your own doctor stiould know of our 
interest in your family. If an 
allergy problem arises, call us. 
If you are unclear whetlier a 
particular Inter-cvirrent illness is 
an allergy or not, it is generally 
advisable to contact your own 
physician first. 
6) Occasionally, immodlate 
attention is required to reverse a 
condition. Acute asthma attacks 
and severe allergic reactlof.s often 
require emergency care. Sometimes 
we're not immediately available, 
and it Is all right for the doctor 
on call to Initiate treatment. KU 
visits should be followed up with ii 
phone-call to the office the 
following morning to set up recheck 
Skin tests are performed by 
scratching the skin with small 
2) If medical assistance is needed 
after leqvjlar cll(\ic hours, please 
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Figure 6. Allergy Information Document 
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ALLERSY DEPARTMEHT 
Allargy-Iinaunoiogy - Pediatric Pulmnnology 
1215 Dtiff Anmmrlo^ --50010 
£nvircruaen"ai control reconaaeiiQatioiis for: 
The acove named patient was found tc be allergic to the itears c-rclec 
below: 
OTHERS 
Z. Dust mires - year round 
;. Melds - year round. S. S. T 
3. Trees - early scring 
4. Grass - May-June 
5. Raoweed - Aue-Seet 
6. Other weeds - July-Sept. 1. 
7. Cat - exaosure. year round 2. 
8. Doc ~ exposure, year round 3. 
9. Feathers -exoosare. ye»r round4. 
10 . =-
aTT.rRsy ^KD ASTHMA.: WHAT THEY ARE Allergic diseases are prevalent 
thrcu?nout the United States and"can be potentially serious. An Allergy :.= 
an sverreacticn to substances which are ordinarily harmless. Allergy 
reactions are due to excessive amounts of a natural antibody - antibody £. 
Allergic individuals produce too much antibody E and as a result may 
experience sysstcms of allergy. Common allergens are pollens, molds, du5t 
-ites, aniaal dander and saliva, chemicals, foods, medicines, and vencs 
frcn i.isect stings. 
That are the allargie disaasM? 
- a y  f e v e r  is caused by allergy to the pollen of trees, grasses or weeds cr 
t.^e spores of molds. The name is actually a misnomer^ since hay is not a 
ccrncn allergen and no fever occurs. Depending on the section of the 
country and pollinating periods, the hay fever season may occi^ in the 
spring, sursser or fall, and may last until frost. . The sufferer ^ as spells 
-f sr.eecing, itching and watering eyes, running nose, burning palate an:i 
rr.roat. .SLSthma is sometimes a complication. 
Allergic rr.^r.:.zzs is a general term used to apply to anyone who has nasal 
congestion, sneezing and a rxinning nose due to allergies. 
This raay be a seasonal problem as with hay fever or it c:ay be a year-rcur.c 
problea caused by other allergens, such as house dust, animal danders ar.c 
perhaps scae foods. Frequently this problem is coaqjlicated by "sinusizu" 
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and patients with constant nasal symptoms should have an allergy 
evaluation. 
Asthma is a ooncition characterized by coughing, wheezing and difficulty ir. 
breathing. It is frequently associated with a family history of allergy. 
Any of the acove-'iaentioned allergens may cause asthmatic attacks. 
Infections of the sinuses or bronchial tubes may also be important factors-
Asthma patients are also affected adversely by irritants sucn as air-
pollutants, cigarette smoke, exhaust fumes, etc. 
Allergic dermatitis (eczema.) is a non-contagious, itchy rash which often 
occurs in the creases of arms, legs, and necJc, although it can cover the 
entire body. This condition is frequently associated with allergies, and 
substances to which a person is sensitive may aggravate it. Foods may be 
an important cause of this problem. 
Concact dermazicis is a rash which comes from- direct skin contact with many 
substances. The most common causes of contact dermatitis are poison ivy, 
metals and jewelry and cosmetics. 
Urticaria (hives) is an outbreak on the skin of itchy welts of varying 
size. When the swellings are large and invade deeper tissues, they are 
called angioedema. They may develop on the face, lips, tongue, throat, 
eyes, ears, or internally. Allergies to food or drugs are well-known 
causes of these conditions, but they may also result from an underlying 
disease state or occur after exercise. 
Is any age particularly pren« to allargy? 
.aj:ycne siay develop an allergic reaction and at any age. Even infants may 
sr.ow the characteristic signs of allergy. These signs and symptoms include 
recurrent ear infections, continuously runny nose, sneezing fits, wheezing, 
bronchitis, and the classic allergic shiners or blueish discoloration 
beneath both eyes .  
Is early diagnosis important? 
.'jssolutely yes. Asthma in childhood, if neglected, may lead to serious 
coniplicaticns later in life. The majority of cases of childhood asthma can 
be controlled and relieved with proper medical care. Early diagnosis and 
treatment in both children and adults can increase the chances for 
improvement and relief of the asthmatic condition. 
What is the trsatswnt tor allargle disaas*? 
Allergens should-be removed from the patient's environment. If foods are 
the cause of t.he difficulty they must be eliminated from the diet. 
The proper use and timing of medications is important in treating allergic 
disease.^ The doctor must determine the appropriate medications and their 
ccssge if svToptosis persist despite the proper use of medications and the 
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resoval cf oller?=ns from che envircnmenr# then isaimiizing iroect.cns. 
allsrry :.r:r:.:r.czr.=zapy, say be necessary tc ccr.trcl the disease. 
Zsss'^r.czr.e-sry -i-rsensitization, hyposensitizatior., allergy snots) is uses 
in tfie trearrer.t =f allergic patients with respiratory symptoms. la this 
fora cf ireatner.t, in:!ections of allergenic extract are given in gradually 
increasing amounts ever a period of months. The goal is to induce 
tolerance to the allergens and to bring about a decline in the symptoms an 
aedicaticn requirements. 
Zs general health care Irnfw.irtant? 
Yes, a well-balanced diet and a well-rounded program of exercise, 
recreation and rest are helpful. SmoJcizig is indeed very harmful and must 
be avoided. In general, the allergic patient is better in a calm 
atmosphere. Parents of asthmatic children should try to maintain an 
attitude of calmness and reassurance. The child should be encouraged to b 
self-reliant and participate in all the activities of his/her peers as muc 
as possible. 
Is the change of climate beneficial? 
Kay fever sufferers may find relief, by going to areas of the country where 
their particular allergen is not present. Some asthma sufferers may 
benefit from a warm, dry climate. However, before any change of climate 
can be recommended for'an individual, a thorough and comprehensive study c 
the condition must be done. The important factor is the removal cf the 
allergen where possible and proper treatment. Air-conditioning and other 
protective devices, such as electronic air cleaners in the home, may be 
Can allergic disease be prevented? 
T.-.cse wr.= are aware of their problem can minimize exposure to the offeniir.. 
alleraer. by avoiding drives in the country during the pollen season as wel. 
as crafts and exposures to cold and damp air; keeping away from house dust 
and otner types cf dust; trying not w breathe fumes from paint, 
insecticides or products containing irritants; and trying not to use and 
tone ir. cr.-.tact with certain cosmetics, dyes and strong cleansers. They 
5.-.rul= strive to Jceep in good physical condition and avoid emotional 
ter.sicr. ar.c fatigue. 
% 
Avoxdance Measures: 
Avoidance tor common household inhalants is an essential part of the 
treatment program. This includes: 
.-:cus£ ^ DUST: Kous'e dust Allergy is caused by minute organisms that live in 
It callec nites, can be an important source of year-round allergic 
symptoms. Therefore, measures that permit dust avoidance have fxindamental 
-mportance in a treatment program. Reduction of dust exposure requires bet: 
ror.trcl cr dust sources and removal of dust deposited on surfaces. 
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The foilowin? instructions are especisLiy designed to reduce dust 
sxccsure i" ycur bedr'ooiii. 
"SNVIRONMENTAL rSNTROLS" - FOCUSING ON BSSRCJM: 
3ed: 1. Air tight mattress encasings for mattress and box spring c 
all beds in room. 
Synthetic blankets and pillows that can be easily washed. 
3. Avoid quilts and cotton stuffed bedspreads - Keep it sixpl 
and washable. 
4. No stuffed toys in the bed at night - replace with sc2iet.~i 
of soft plastic or something easy to wash frequently'. 
Windows; 1. Washable curtains (pretty sheets easily make into childrer 
curtains). 
Z .  Mold grows around all window sills where warm and moist -
wash with lysol or similar cleanser. 
3. During pollen season keep windows closed. 
"ioors: 1. Ideal is NO RUGS. Shag rugs are especially difficult to 
cleaa. 
2. Damp inop' is preferable to vacuum as less dust is spread. 
3. Carpets should be vacuumed at least weeJcly. 
Icsets; 1. Closet is essentially a part of the bedroom and should not 
be considered a storage area for unused materials (old 
clothes, old books—) or for vacuum. 
2. Cr.ly clothes and shoes regularly used should be in closet. 
Clean closet floor as floors in rest of the room. 
z z c e z  1. Heating vents should be sealed off or filter used, 
eazir.? Ver.ts: 2. Cheese cloth can be used to cover vents. 
helves: I. Open shelves with books or collections (cans, planes, doll 
accumulate dust easily. All favorite collections should b 
in cupboards (behind glass or plastic if possible). 
2. Dresser tops and cabinets should be as free as possible of 
"collections". 
M 
c.-.eral: 1. Avoid plants in bedrooms. 
2. No pets in bedrooms. 
3. Avoid heavy framed pictures and pennants on walls. -
CUSEHCLD PSTS: Animal dander is the microscopic particles of shed skin 
net just hair). It becomes airborne, inhaled, and can cause allergic 
ynptcns. The presence of the animal itself is not essential, only the 
ander that remains from the animal's prior presence. It may take months 
fter removal cf an animal for the animal dander to be eliminated frcti th 
cr.e. .\llsr51c reactions to cats are caused by a specific element ir. the 
st's 5=.iva rather than by the cat's fur or dander. Some suggestitr.s tc 
sip i-lercic car owners deal with the srcclem are: 
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Use a wer -c-wei wipe cofcfn che ai:iaal every day zo remove such cf 
-r.e =2l:.v2 ar-= trie Ircse hairs ccntaining ic. 
£-5-2;; --e -ai sverv two wee.<s with a good oet shaatpoo and rinse :.rs 
c'oaz'Zlzr.'l sclurisn'sf 1 cabxespoon of facric softener to 1 quart =f 
Brush -he :ar -vc to three tiaes a week with a soft brush- .'Stiff 
brushes ran srratoh the cat's sicin and make the prcbies: worse.) 
What IS mold? 
Molds are parasitic, aicroscopic plants without stems, roots or leaves. 
They contain no chlorophyll. * Their spots float in the air like pollen. 
Mildew is caused by molds. Outdoors they can be found in soil, vegetation 
and rotting wood. Inside, molds are found in attics, basements, bathrooms, 
refrigerators, garbage containers, carpets, azid upholstery. 
Outdoor moid spores begin to appear after a spring thaw and in the northerr 
United States reach their peak in either July, August, September, or 
October. Molds can be found all year long in the south. 
What are pollen and meld counts? 
Pollen and icold counts measure.the amount of airborne allergens present. 
Counting methods vary and, because of tiie lack of standardization, 
inaccuracies and variations can occur... 
A poller, ccunt zz 100 is considered a low. reading, 100-500 is moderate, 
5ob-lOCC high, and 1000 and over very high. 
Expcsure tc nclcj ran be reduced by these pre-cautions: 
1.. . It -3 very important that the house should not be musty. A bulb icep. 
rurr.ir.g ir. the closet will keep it dry. Do not allow fruits and 
vecetables to spoil. Keep basement and storage rooms clean and dry. 
The flour in wallpaper paste has a high content of mold spores and ?.£ 
be 2 source of mold growth under warm and humid conditions. •;Sprayir. 
cr painting moldy areas with 1 oz. Zephirin concentrate to I gallon c 
water w^ll help). 
I. Avcic country drives with open windows during harvest and on windy 
. 
.Avtic Slowing grass, playing in or handling hay or straw, raking or 
burning leaves and weeds. , 
. Avoid contact with utensils stored in musty places. Luggage and yart 
and play equipment should be put away dry. 
r. Try tr stay indoors on stormy and windy days. Stay indoors in cool c 
evening during the mold season. 
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SftfM do's and don't's to follow durxn9 tha pollon and mid soason: 
DO keep -ir.aows closed at nigiit. Use air conditioning, which cleans, rrcls 
and cries the air. 
DO minimise early morning activity when pollen levels are highest (betweer. 
5:00 a.m. and 1C:00 a.m.). 
DO iceep your car windows closed when driving. 
DO stay indoors when the pollen count or humidity is high and on wir.dy days 
when dust and pollen are whipped ahout. 
DO take a vaction during height of the pollen season to a pj.ace more pollen 
free (such as the beach or tlie sea) . 
DO take the medications prescribed by your allergist. 
DON'T rake leaves (they also stir up molds) . 
DOH'T hang sheets or clothing out to dry as pollens and molds may collert 
in these items. 
DOH*? grow too many indoor plants; wet dirt causes molds to fors.. 
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Figure 7. Documerit Suggestions by Dr. Chmura 
Document: Allergy Consultation Form 
Purpose: to help patients identify their symptoms and to get patients thinking 
about symptoms they might not have thought of before. 
Audience: parents of children who are allergy patients; adults 
Status of document: standard document that all patients receive 
Changes and/or Additions 
1. Demographic Information 
Audience includes children (parents of children) to adults. Phrase words so 
that document is not geared to children (or parents of children) alone. Try to 
be all-inclusive in the language. 
2. Symptoms (Part I) 
Patients have to circle symptoms that they are experiencing. It would be 
easier to have two-word symptoms on the same line (i.e., "sneezing attacks"). 
Add 7th point: "Facial Pain" (?) 
3. Frequency of Symptoms (Part III) 
Questions are wordy. Also make the questions parallel. 
4. Categories of Nasal and Chest (Part IV) 
Symptom influences could be categorized (i.e., "dust," "mold," "polleris," 
"animal danders"). They could also be divided into "non-allergic" and 
"allergic" categories. He says this section is "a mess." May have to do 
research on categories to make svire they are exclusive. 
5. Medications (#3) 
Add information "when did reaction occur?" 
6. Past Medical History (Sections VI) 
OK 
7. Envirorxment (Section VIII) See page 195 of Roy Patterson's information 
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Document: Allergy Information 
Ptirpose: to educate patients about their allergies 
Audience: all patients who have been diagnosed as having allergies 
Status of Document: widely used document; all diagnosed patients receive it 
Changes 
1. Format (booklet form; brochure, handout) 
2. Text design (font/page margins) 
3. Additional iiiformation: none. Don't want to give patients so much 
information that they won't read the document. Make the document 
appealing (not too big) and inviting. It should not repeat information in the 
other booklets they receive. 
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Figure 8. Student Version of Patient Constdtation 
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Age at onset of symptoms 
Do you have syiiq)tonis year-round or just certain times? 
What montiis are worst? 
What months are best? 
11. Symptoms Are Affected bv: 
(Please mark "N" if Nasal; "C if Chest; "NC if both Nasal and Chest; leave blank if not affected). 
antique stores infections 
lakeside emotions 
cats 
dogs 
other pets/animals 
exercise 
cold air 
vacuuming 
dusting 
danqmess 
bams/hay 
fteshly cut grass 
raking leaves 
basements 
musty smells 
tobacco smoke 
fabric stores 
potpourri 
other strong smells 
cleaning solutions 
other (please specify). 
III. Medications 
What medications are you taking at the present time and how often? 
List previous medications you used and if they helped your problem. 
List any medications to which you are allergic and the approximate date of reaction (Le. Penicillin, sulfa). 
Describe the side effects canseri by any medications. 
IV. Foods 
Do any foods cause synqjtoms? Yes No 
If so, please list foods and symptoms. 
2 
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1215 Duff Avenue Allergy - Immunology & 
Ames. lA SOOlO Pediaoic Pulmonology 
Ph: (515) 239-4482 / Fax: (515) 239-4498 (515) 23M4(X) 
Allerov Consultation 
Please fill oat this fonn and bring it with you for your appointment which is scheduled on: 
with Doaor Doctor 
Date 
Allergy skin testing may be done at this time. Please see the enclosed list of antihistamines that 
you need to discontinue using prior to your appointment. You can continue taking asthma 
medications, such as Theophylline, Proventil Repetabs, Tnhaleis, and/or cortisone. If you cannot keep your 
appointment, please call at least 24 hours ahead of time so we can offer your time to someone else. 
Name Age Birth date 
Last First Middle 
Parent's Name (if minor) Home Phone 
Address 
Referring Physician. 
i. Symptoms. Complaints, or Characteristics 
Check the box for terms that apply to you. Circle the characteristics that spply. 
i I Nasal symptoms: Itchy nose, nasal congestion, nasal polyps, sinus trouble, hay fever, 
Sequent head colds, long-lasting colds, sneezing attacks, runny nose, post-nasal drainage. 
! I Chest svwiptnms- Chest pain, daily cough, wheezing, recurrent attacks of asthma, 
shormess of breath on exertion, shortness of breath at rest, chronic recurrent bronchitis, 
recurrent pneumonia 
i I Sldn symptoms: Recurrent hives, eczema, itchy skin, burning, swelling of eyes, 
hives associated with difQculty swallowing or tighmess of chest, skin rash. 
^ i Eve svpiptniny Itching, watering, redness. 
I ! F.ar symptniny Recutzent ear infection, itching, hearing loss, popping and cracking, 
fluid in ears, dizziness. 
i I Gastrointestinal symptoms: Colic, diarrhea, constipation, frequent indigestion. 
i I Insect stiny reaction: (Please specify) 
i I Sinnsitis symptoms: Forehead pain, cheekbone pain, pain going to teeth, 
yellow/green nasal discharge, bloody nasal discharge. 
1 
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V. Environment (Circle appropriate responses) 
Location of home: city suburb rural farm near faaory grain elevator 
House or ^jartment 
Age of house/q)artment How long at present location? 
Where was previous location? 
Type of heat 
Air conditioning: window central none 
Humidifier portable central none 
Air purifier system: portable central none 
Where does patient spend day-time hours? 
Bedroom: Sleeps alone or shares 
Location of bedroom Number of beds in room 
Type of floor covering Type of rug pad 
Types of pillows Type of mattress 
Bedding: wool blanket quilt comforter other. 
Windows: dr^ies curtains shades blinds shutters 
Other bookcase stuffed toys wall hangings; stuffed furniture in bedroom 
Living room: Type of floor covering Type of rug pad 
Type and age of furniture (upholstered?) 
Window coverings 
Basement: finished unfinished dzrap dry 
General: Number of house plants Number and type of pets 
Did you previously have a pet? If so, what and when: 
Do you have a fireplace? Where is wood stored? 
Nutnber of smokers in househol± 
3 
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VI. Family History 
Is there any family history of asthma, hayfever, eczema, allergies? 
If so, please state relationsfaip to patient 
VII. Past Medical History 
Have you ever had aDergy skin tests? Yes No 
What clinic/hospital? When 
Have you ever received allergy (shots) hyposensitization injections? Yes No 
What clinic/hospital? When 
How long 
Effect on syn^jtoms 
List past hospitalizations, operations or serious ilhiesses (please give date or year if possible); 
How many emergency room visits for allergy and/or asriima related problems in the pas: year? 
How many visits to your physician for allergy and/or asthma related problems in the past year? 
How many days of school/woik have been mis.se<i for allergy and/or asthma related problems in the past 
year? 
VIII. Miscellaneous 
What are your e:q)ectations for this allergy consultation? 
List patient's and/or family menibeis' hobbies: 
Are patient's immumzanons i^Ko-date? 
Does patient receive yeariy flu shot? 
Patient's occqjation: 
Parents' occupation (Jf patient is minor): 
Other occupation in household; 
4 
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Antihistamines 
The patient should stop taking the following antihistamines four (4) days prior to appointment 
unless otherwise specified. 
Brand Name Index 
A.R.M. 
Actidi! 
Actifed 
Aika-Seltzer Pius 
Allerest 
Aiierest Children's 
Allerest Headache Strength 
Aiierest Timed Release 
Ambodryl Kapseals 
Atarax — off 5 days 
Benadryl 
Benadryl Kapseals 
Benadryl w/ Ephedrine 
Bonine 
Brexin 
Bromfed Syrup 
Cheracol Plus 
Chlor-Trimeton 
Chlor-Trimeton Decongestant 
Chlor-Trimeton Repetafas 
Chloramate Unicelles 
Claritin — off 1 week 
Claritln-D - off 1 week 
Clistin 
Clistin R-A 
Comtrex 
Coricidin 
Coricidin D 
Coricidin Demilets 
Coricidin Medilets 
Coricidin Sinus Headache 
Coriforte 
Corilin Infant 
Coryban-D 
Coryzaid 
Decapryn 
Deconamine SR 
Demazin 
Demazin Repetabs 
Dimetane 
Dimetane Decongestant 
Dimetane Extentabs 
Dimetapp 
Dimetapp Extentabs 
Disophrol 
Disophrol Chronotabs 
Doxipan - off 1 week 
Dristan 
Dristan-AF 
DrixorsU 
Extendryl 
Fedahist 
Fedahist Gyrocaps 
Fedrazil 
Flogesic 
Forhistal Lontabs 
Hismanal — off 6 weeks 
Hista-Clopane 
HIsta-Vadrin T.D. 
Histaiet 
Histaiet Forte 
Histaspan 
Histaspan-D 
Histaspan-Plus 
Hydroxyzine — off 5 days 
Isoclor 
Leder-Tuss Sequels 
Lederade Sequels 
Ledertap Sequels 
MSC Triaminic 
Medi-Flu 
Naldecon 
Napril Plateau 
Nolamine 
Novafed A 
Novsihistine 
Novahistine Fortis 
Novahistine LP 
Novahistine Melet 
Novahistine Sinus 
Optimine 
Ornade 2 for Children 
Omade Spansules 
PBZ 
PBZ Lontabs 
PBZ w/Ephedrine 
PB2-SR 
PediaCare Night Cough & Cold 
Phenergan 
Phenergan Compound 
Phenergam-D 
Polaramine 
Polsuamine Repetabs 
Polyhistamine-D 
Pyrroxate 
Quadnite 
Remsed 
Rhinolar 
Robitussin Night Relief 
Rondec Drops 
Rondec Syrup 
Rondec Tablet 
Ru-Tuss 
Ryna 
Rynatan 
R^atan Pediatric 
SK-Diphenhydramine 
Seldane 
Seldane-D 
Semprex-D 
Sinarest 
Sinarest Extra-Strength 
Sine-Off 
Sine-Off AF Extra-Strength 
Sinequam - off 1 week 
Singlet 
Sinubid 
Sinutab 
Sinutab Extra-Strength 
Sudafed Plus 
Symptom 3 
Tacaryl 
Tavist 
Tavist-1 
Teldrin 
Temaril 
TememI Spansules 
Triaminic 
Triaminic Infent 
Triaminic Juvelets 
Triaminicin 
Triaminicin Allergy 
Trianimicin Chewabie 
Tylenol PM 
Tylenol Sinus 
Ursinus 
Vicks Formula 44M 
Vicks NyQuil 
Visteral — off 5 days 
Zyrtec — off 1 week 
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Figtire 9. Student Version of Welcome Document 
After Office Hours 
If medical assistance is needed after 
regular clinic lioursjplense call tlie 
general McPorland Clinic at 
239-4400 and you will lie 
connected to "First Nurse" who can 
contact Dr. or Dr. 
If you must speak to Dr. or 
Dr. immediately, call 239-
2011. 
Emergency Situations 
Occasionally immediate attention is 
required (o reverse a condition. 
Acute asthma attacks and severe 
allergic reactions oRen require 
emergency care. If we're not 
immediately available, it is all right 
for the doctor on call to initiate 
treatment. Gmergency Room visits 
should be followed up with a phone 
call to our office the following 
morning in order lo sciiedule a 
reclieck visit. 
Note: Please notify your doctor that 
we are treating you. If an allergy 
problem arises, call us. It is 
generally advisable lo contact your 
own physician first if you are unsure 
whether a particular inter-current 
illness is an allergy or not. 
Your staff, 
Certified by the American Board of 
Allergy and Immunology 
Ph. (515) 239-4482 
A Guide to the 
Allergy & Pulmonary 
Practice at 
Clinic 
1215 Dull Avenue 
Ames, lA 50010 
(515) 239 - 4482 
Welcome Your First Visit to the Allergist Telephone Calls 
Wc wclcomc you 10 our allergy and 
nulinonary prnclicc. We wish you 
improved health, and wc dedicate 
ourselves to satisnng this goal. 
This practice is devoted to the total 
care of allergy and respiratory 
disorders. 
We Treat: 
• asthma 
• hay fever 
• food allergy and intolerance 
• eczema 
• hives 
• insect stiiig reactions 
• "sinus" headaches 
• drug allergies 
• cystic nbrosis 
• recurrent pneumonias 
• croup 
• iiiunune dericiencies 
Appointments 
You may see us by calling for an 
appointment. A new patient work-up 
and testing date generally can be 
obtained within four weeks. Patients 
with severe symptoms will be seen 
right away. (See 'Telephone Calls" 
for more infomiation.) 
Prior to your first visit, refrain from 
using the medications found on the 
enclosed antihistamines list. 
The Tirst time you visit your allergist, he 
or she will spend lime getting a thorough 
liistory of your illness, 't he allergist will 
also do a nhysical examination and may 
perform skin tests to dctennine the 
substances to which you are allergic. 
Skin tests arc performed by scratching 
the skin with a small amount of common 
allergen extracts such as various pollens, 
animal danders, molds and foods. 
Within 10-20 minutes, the substances to 
which you are allergic, if any, will be 
evident. The area of the skin where the 
substance was placed will be inflamed 
like a mosquito bite or small welt and will 
usually feel itchy. These reactions will 
pass within several hours of receiving 
your tests. 
By getting your health history and 
performing laboratory and skin tests, 
your allergist can determine the most 
effective treatment plan for you. 
Cancellations 
Please avoid cancellations. If you must 
miss an appointment, please be courteous 
and call at least 24 hours in advance, so 
another patient can be seen instead. Wc 
have set aside one hour of time solely for 
you. 
During Office Hours 
A receptioni.st will answer during 
regular office hours. She will try her 
best to set up an appointment quickly 
or to answer your questions. Please 
have relevant information readily 
available to assist in the evaluation of 
your situation. Please be patient. It 
may be necessary to transfer your call 
to a nurse or doctor. 
Office Hours 
Monday - Friday 8 a.m. to S p.m. 
Saturday 8 a.m. to 12 p.m. 
(515)239-4482 
Emergency Calls 
If your call is an emergency, please let 
the receptionist know and she will 
interrupt the doctor. 
Sick Calls 
We ask that you have pencil, paper 
and a list of your medications (and 
recent doses) on hand before you 
telephone. 
fUledlcine Renewals 
Please think ahead, 'i'ry not to call after 
office hours. Have the name of the drug, 
dose, and phannacy number ready when 
you call. 
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Figure 10. Student Version (2) of Patient Consultation 
ALLERGY DEPARTMENT 
Allergy - Immunology 6r Pediatric Pulmonology 
1215 Duff 
Ames, lorva 50010 
515-239-4482 
Allergy Consultation 
Please fill out this fbnn and bring it with you for your appointment with Dr. 
Dr. which is scheduled for the following date and time. 
Date Tme: 
If you cannot keep your appointment, please call at least 72 hours ahead of time so we 
can ofiier your time to someone else. 
Allergy skin testing may be done at this time. 
CAUTION: CEKTAIN MEDICATIONS WILL ALTER TEST RESULTS. FOLLOW 
THE INSTRUCTIONS ON THE LAST PAGE OF THIS FORM REGARDING 
SUBSTANCES TO AVOID PRIOR TO THE APPOINTMENT. 
Lastname inzstnome Mi. Age Birthdate 
Street Address Gty State 3PcDde 
Parent's Name (If patient is under 18) Home Fhcne Numba 
Refionng Physician 
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L Symptom occuiances 
Age at onset of sjonptoms 
Do you have symptoms year around or just certain times? 
What times? 
What months are worst? 
What mondis are best? ^  
n. Sympttmis, complaints, or characteristics that apply to you. Circle terms 
thatat>phr. 
1. Naiea} «nmiptQms: Itches, Congestion, iiasal pol)rps, simis trouble, hay fever, 
firequent head colds, long-lasfog col^ , sneezing attacks, runny nose. 
2. Chpst symptoms: Qiest pain, dadlv cough, w i^ee^g.recurrgnt pneumonia, 
recurrent attacks of asth ,^ shortness of breath on exertion, 
t^artness of breadi at rest, chronic recurrent bronchitis. 
3. Sldn symptoms: Recurrent hives, eoema, itdiing, tingiing, biiming, 
hives associated with difficulty swallowing or tightness of chest, 
swelling of eyes, skin rash. 
4. Evg symptoms: Itching, watering. 
5. Far «ttmiptoms: Recurrent ear infection, itching, hearing loss, stopped up, 
fluid in ears, dizziness. 
6. Gastrointestinal symptoms: Colic, diarrhea, constipation, frequent indigestion. 
7. Ireaytstinf TPartion. 
8. Sinusitis: Facial pain 
HL Are symptoms affected by: 
Allergic (Directly) 
• dust • flowering trees • plants/grass 
• foods-specify • insect bites • flowering trees 
• mold n animals-tvne 
Allergic (Indirectly) 
• change in residence • dampness • school/work 
Qtrips • fumes/odors • furnace (when it turns on) 
• heat • tobacco smoke • rald:^  leaves 
• cold • fabrics •mowir  ^lawns 
• weadier change • near bams/hay • air conditioning 
D time of day • insecticides • exerdse 
• riding in country • dustir  ^ • emotions (tension. 
•vacuuming • fatigue excitement) 
•infections • lain • wind 
• otiiers (please be specific) • lakeside • basements 
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IV. Medications 
1. List present medications and frequency of iise. 
2. List previous medications you used and their effectiveness. 
3. List any medications you are allergic to or medications which have caused 
side effects (Le. penicillin, sulfa). 
Describe the reaction (Include time for reaction to occur). 
V. Environment 
1. Location: Qty, subiub, rural, farm, near grain elevator, near iactory. 
Home, apartment (Circle all appropriate responses.) 
2. Age of home or apartment How long at present location? 
Where was previous location? 
3. Type of heat Type of air conditioning 
Humidifier QportableQ centialQ none 
Air filter • YesQ No 
4. Bedxoom 
Sleeping conditions: • sleeps alone • shares bed 
Number of beds in room Type of floor covering 
Type of rug pad ^Type of pillow 
Type of mattress 
Bedding: • wool blanket • quilt Q comforter • Other 
Window coverings: • drapes Q curtains • shades • blinds Q shutters 
Other Q bookca% • stuffed to]^ • wall hangix^s • stuffed furniture 
5. Rest of house 
Type of floor covering Type of rug pad 
Type and age of furniture (upholstered?) 
Window coverings: • drapes Q curtains • shades • blinds • shutters 
Number of plants Number and types of pets 
Did you previously have a pet? If so, what and when? 
« Do you luve a fir^lace? If so, where is wood stored? 
&xiokeis in household? a YesQ No 
Basement • finished • unfinished • damp • dry 
6. Wotk/sdiool (dajrtime envizoxunent) 
Where does patient spend day-time hours? 
Type of heat Type of air conditioning 
Humidifier • portable • contial • none 
Air filter • YesQ No 
T3^ of floor covering Type of rug pad 
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VI. Past medical history 
1. Have you ever had allergy skin tests? QYesQNo 
If so, where? 
2. Have you ever received allergy (shots) hyposenitizationii^ ections? 
• Yes • No If so, where? when? 
How loi^? Effect on symptoms 
3. List past hospitalizations, operations or serious illnesses (please give date 
or year if possible); 
4. How many emergency room visits for allergy and/or astiuna related 
problems? 
5. How many visits to yourph)^cian for allergy and/or asthma related 
problems in the past year? 
6. How many da3rs of school/woric have been missed in the past year for 
allergy and/or asthma related problems? 
vn. Family History 
1. Is there any family history of asthma, hay fever, eczema, allergies? 
Please state relationship to patient. 
Vin. Foods; 
1. Do any foods cause symptoms? Q YesQ No 
If so, please list foods and symptoms. 
DC Miscpllaneous; 
1. List patient's and/or parent's hobbies. 
2. Patient's occupatioiu 
Other occupations in household. 
3. Are the patient's immunizations up-to-date? • Yes • No 
Does patient receive j^early flu shot? • YesQ No 
4. What are your expectations for this allergy consultation? 
c 
c 
c 
t 
c 
c 
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I 
t 
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I 
I 
I 
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ANTmTffTAMIWEff 
The patient should stop t.akTng the medications listed below four (4) days prior to 
appaintment unless otherwise specified. 
BRAND NAMT? TNnTTY 
A R M  Dozipan (off 1 week) Polaramine Repetabs 
Actidfl Dristan Poljdiistamine-D 
Aetzfed Dristan-AF PjrrTozate 
Alka-Seltzer Plus Drizoral Quadnite 
ADerest Remsed 
Allerest Childreii's Fedahist Shinolar 
AJlerest Headarfie Strength Fedahist Gyrocaps Robitassin Night Relief 
Allerest ^ med Release Fedrazil Rondec Drops 
Ambodry] Kapsftals Flogesic RondecSymp 
Atarax (off 5 days) Foriiistal Lontabs Rondec Tablet 
Beoadiyl HiRmana] (off 6 weeks) Ru-Tuss 
Benadryl Kapseals lEsta-Clopane Ryna 
Beoadryl w/Ephedrine Hista-Vadrin TJ). Rynatan 
Bonine Histalet Rynatan Pediatric 
Brean Hjstalet Forte SK-Diphenhydramine 
Bromfed Syrup lEstaspan Seldane 
CheracolPlns ffistaspan-D Seldane-D 
Chlor-Trimeton ffistaspan-Plus Semprex-D 
Chlor-Trim^on Decongestant Hydruyzine (off 5 days) Sinarest 
Chlor-Trimeton Repetabs Isodor Sinarest: Extra Strength 
Chloramate Unicelles Leder-Tuss Sequels Sine-Off 
Claritin (off 1 week) Lederade Sequels Sine-Off AF Excra Strength 
Claritui-D (off 1 week) Ledertap Sequels Sineqnam (off 1 week) 
Clistin MSP TFiaTTimir Singlet 
CHstinR-A Medi-Flu  ^ Sinubid 
Comtrex Naldecon' Sinutab 
Coricufin Napril Plateau Sfnntjh Extra Strength 
CoriddinD Nolamine Sodafed Plus 
Cktriddin DemHets Novafed A Symptom 3 
Coriddin Medilets Novabistine Tacaiyl 
C^oriddm Sinns Headache Novahistine Fortis Tavist 
Oniforte Novabistine LP Tavist-1 
Corilin ttrfiiTif Novahistine Melet Tddrin 
Coryfaan-D Novahistine Sinus Temazil 
Coryzaid Optimine Temaril Spansules 
Detapryn Ornade 2 for (Children Triaminic 
Oeconamine Omade Spansules Triaminic Infant 
OeconamineSR PBZ Triaminic Juvelets 
Dnmazin PBZ Lontabs Triaminicin 
Dnmazin Repetabs PBZ w/Epbedrine Triaminicin Allergy 
Dimetane PBZ-SR Triaminicin Chewable 
Dimetane Decongestant PediaCaxe Ni^ t Cough & Tylenol PM 
Dimetane Eztentabs Cold " l^enol Sinns 
Dimetapp Phenergan Ursinus 
Dimetapp Eztentabs Pbenergan Compound Vicks Formula 44M 
Disopbrol Pbenergan-0 VidcsNyQnil 
Disojshrol (Thronotabs Polaramine Visteral (off 5 dajrs) 
Zyrtec (off 1 week) 
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Figure 11. Student Version of Allergy Information Document 
Some Do's and Don'ts 
During the pollen and mold season: 
Da. 
Keep windows closed at night. ' . 
I 
Use air conditioning, which deans, cools, and dries the air. 
Mintnii/jc early morning activity when pollen levels arc highest (between 3:0()a.ni. 
and 10;00a.m.). 
Keep your car windows closed when driving. 
Stay indoors when the pollen count or humidity is high and on windy days when 
dust and pollen arc whipped about. 
Take a vacation during height of the pollen season to a placc more pollen free, such 
as the beach or the sea. 
lake the medication prescribed by you allergist. 
Don't 
Rake leaves, they also stir up molds, 
Mang sheets or clothing out to dry as pollens and molds may collect in these items. 
G r o w  t o o  m a n y  i n d o o r  p l a n t s ;  w e t  d i r t  c a u s e s  m o l d s  t o  f o r m . .  I  '  
If you have any additional questions or concerns, please contact; 
• : ^ 
Allergy-lnimunolo^ - Pediatric Pulmonology 
1215 DiilTAmes, Iowa 50010 
515-239-4482 
ALLERGY & ASTHMA 
DEPARTMENT 
Allergy-Immunology - Pediatric Pulmonology 
Environinental control recomineiidatlons for: 
(Patient Name) 
The above named patient was found to be allergic to the items chccked 
below: 
• Dust mites - year round • Other weeds - July - Sept. 
• Molds - year round, Sp, S, F • Cats - year roiuid 
• Trees - early spring • Dogs - year round 
• Grass - May - June • I'eathers - year rotuid 
• Ragweed - Aug - Sept, • Other 
Closets; 
• Consider ihe closet at a part of the bedroom and not as a storage 
area for unused materials (old clothes, books, or vacuum). 
• Store only regularly used clothes and shoes in the closet. 
• Clean closet floor as often as floor* In rest of the room. 
Shelves: 
• Open shelves with books or collections (cans, planes, dolls) 
accumulate dust easily. All favorite collections should be 
in cupboards, behind glass or plastic if possible, 
• Keep dresser tops and cabinets free as possible. 
General: 
• Avoid plants in bedrooms. 
• Do not allow pets in bedrooms, 
• Avoid heavy framed pictures and pennants on walls. 
Household Pets 
Animal dander is the microscopic particles of shed skin, not just hair. It becomes 
airborne, and if inhaled, can cause allergic symptoms. Tlie presence of the animal 
itself is not essential, only the dander that remains behind. It may lake months after 
removal of an animal for the animal dander to Se eliminated from the home. 
Allergic reactions to cats can be caused by a specific element in the cat's saliva rather 
than by the cat's fur or dander. Some suggestions to help allergic pet owners deal 
with the problems; 
• Keep the pet out of the bedroom. 
• Run a HEPA filter in the bedroom. 
Contact Dermatitis is a rash that comes from direct skin contact with many 
substances. The most common causes of contact dermatitis are poison ivy, metals, 
jewelry, and cosmetics. 
Urticaria (hives) is an outbreak on the skin of itchy welts of varying size. When 
the swellings are large and invade deeper tissues, they are called angioedcma. They 
may develop on the face, lips, tongue, throat, eyes, ears, or internally. Allergies to 
food or drugs are well-known causes of these conditions, but urticaria may also result 
from an underlying disease state or occur after exorcise. 
[ Frequently Asked Questions 
Is any age particularly prone to allergy? 
Anyone may develop an allergic reaction at any age. Even infants may show the 
characteristic signs of allergy. These signs and symptoms include; rccurient ear 
infections, continually runny nose, sneezing fits, wheezing, bronchitis, and the classic 
allergic shiners or bluish discoloration beneath both eyes. 
Is early diagnosis important? 
Absolutely yes. Asthma in childhood, if neglected, may lead to serious cumplicaiions 
later in life. The majority of cases of childhood asthma can be controlled and relieved 
with proper medical care. Early diagnosis and treatment in both children and adults 
can increase the chances for Itnprovement and relief of the asthmatic condition. 
What is the treatment for allergic disease? 
Allergens should be removed from the patient's environment. If foods are the cause of 
the disease they must be eliminated from the diet. The proper use and liming of 
medications is important in treating allergic disease. The daclur must determine the 
appropriate medications and their dosage. If symptoms persist despite the proper use 
of medications and the removal of allergens from the environment, then allergy 
immunothentpy, may be necessary to control the disease. 
Immunotherapy (desensitization, hyposensitization, allergy shots) is used in the 
treatment of allergic patients with respiratory symptoms. In this form of treatment, 
injections of allergenic extracts are given in gradually increasing amounts over a period 
of months, 'I'he goal is to induce tolerance to the allergens and to bring about a 
decline in the symptoms and medication requiremenls. 
Is general health care important? 
YM, a wcll-balanccd diet and A well-rounded exercise program, recreation and rest 
arc helpful. Smoking is very harmful and must be avoided. In general, the allcrgic 
patient is better in a calm atmosphere. Parents of asthmatic children should try to 
maintain an attitude of calmness and reassurance. The child should be encouraged 
to be self-reliant and participate in all the activitiej of his or her peers as much as 
possible. 
Is » change of climate benePiciaU 
May fever sufTcters may find relief by going to areas of the country where their 
particular allergen is not present. Some asthma sufferers may benefit from a warm, 
dry climate. However, before any change of climate can be recommended for an 
individual, a thorough and comprehensive study of the condition must be done. 
The most important factors are the removal of the allergen, when possible, and 
proper treatment. Air-conditioning and other protective devices, such as electronic 
air cleaners in the home, may be helpful. 
Can allergic disease be prevented? 
Those who arc aware of their problem should try to minimize exposure to the 
ofTending allergens. Avoid drives in the country during the pollen season. Avoid 
drafts and exposures to cold and damp air. Keep away from house dust and other 
types of dust. IVy not to use or come in contact with certain cosmetics, dyes, and 
strong cleaners. Strive to keep in good physical condition. Avoid emotional 
tension and fatigue. 
What are pollen and mold counts? 
Pollen and mold counts measure the amount of airborne allergens present. Count­
ing methods vary, and because of the lack of standardization, inaccuracics can 
occur. 
• A pollen count of 100 is considered a low reading. 
• A count of 100-500 is moderate. 
• A count of SOO-1000 is high. 
• A count of 1000 and over is very high. 
Allergen Avoidance 
Avoidance of common household inhalants is an essential part of the treatment 
program. This includes; 
House Dust 
House dust allergy is caused by minute organisms that live in it called mites niul car 
be an important source of year-roimd allergic symptoms. 7'hcrcfore, mc.isurcs that 
permit dust avoidancc have fundamental importance in a treatment program. 
Reduction of dust exposure requires both control of dust sources and removal of diis 
deposited on surfacu. 
The following inatnietioni are eipecially designed to reduce dust exposure in tlie 
patient'* bedroom: 
Beds: 
• Use air tight mattress encasings for mattress ao^ box spring of 
all beds in room. 
• Use synthetic blankets and pillows that can be easily washed. 
• Avoid quilts and cotton stuflFed bedspreads - keep it simple 
and washable. 
• Do not have stulTed toys in the bed at night - replace them with 
something of soft plastic or something easy to wash frequentlvl 
Windows: 
• Use washable curtains. Pretty sheets arc easily made into cliildtcns 
curtains. 
• Wash all window sills with Lysol or similar cleaner. Mold grows 
around windows that are warm and moist. 
• Keep windows closed during pollen season to prevent mold from 
growing. 
Floors; 
• Avoid using rugs or catpcting in the bedronm if possible. 
• Use a damp mop to clean the floor to reduce the spread of dust. 
• Vacuum carpels at least once every week. 
Allergy and Asthma: What are They? 
Allergic diicasM are prevalent throughout tiie United States and can be pntentially 
serious. All allergy is an overrcaction to substanccj that are ordinarily harmless. 
Allergic individuals producc too many allergy antibodies and as a result may 
experience symptoms of allergy. Common allergens arc pollens, molds, dust mites, 
animal dander, chemicals, foods, medicines, and venom from insect stings. 
Allergic Diseases 
Hity fever is caused by an allergy to the pollen of trees, grasses or weeds, or the 
spores of molds. The name Is actually a misnomer, since hay is not a common 
allergen and no fever occurs. Depending on the geographical location and pollinat­
ing periods, the hay fever season may occur in the spring, summer or fall, and may 
last until frost. The suiferer has spells of sneezing, itching and watering eyes, 
running nose, and burning palate and throat. Asthma is sometimes a complication. 
Allergic rhinitis is a general term used to describe the condition of anyone who 
has nasal congestion, sneezing, and a running nose due to allergies. This may be a 
seasonal problem, like hay fever, or it may be a year-round problem caused by other 
allergens, such as house dust, animal danders, and perhaps some foods. Fiequently 
this problem is complicated by "sinusitis". Patients with constant nasal symptoms 
should have an allergy evaluation. 
Asthma is a condition characterized by coughing, wheezing, and difficulty in 
breathing. It is frequently associated with a family history of allergy. Any of the 
allergens mentioned above may trigger asthma attacks. Infections of the sinuses or 
bronchial tubes may also be important factors in the severity of the asthma attack. 
Asthma patients are also adversely affected by irritants such as air pollutants, 
cigarette tmokc, and exhaust fumes. 
Allergic dermatitis (eczema) is a non-contagious, itchy rash that often occurs 
in the creases of the arms, legs, and neck; however, it can cover the entire body. 
This condition is frequently associated with allergies. Substances to which a person 
is sensitive may aggravate it. Poods may also be an important causc of this problem. 
Molds 
Molds arc microscopic. They contain no chlorophyll. Mold spores float in the air 
like pollen. Mildew is caused by molds. Outdoors, molds can be found In soil, 
vegetation, and rotting wood. Indoors, molds arc found in attics, basements, 
bathrooms, house plants, refrigerators, garbage containers, carpcts, and upholstery. 
Outdoor mold spores begin to appear after a spring thaw and in the northern 
United States they reach their peak in July, August, September, or Octobcr. Molds 
can be found all year long in the southern United States, 
Exposure to molds can be prevented by these precautions: 
• Reduce the mustiness in the house. Running a dchumidifier in a damp 
basement will help keep it dry. 
• Keep basement and storage rooms clean and dry. 
• Spray or paint moldy areas with I oz. Zcphirin concentrate to 1 
gallon of water to reduce mold growth in the wallpaper paste in warm 
and humid weather. 
• Do not allow fruits and vegetables to spoil. 
• Avoid country drives with open windows during harvest and on windy 
days. 
• Avoid mowing gross, playing in or handling hay or straw, and raking or 
burning leaves and weeds. 
• Avoid contact with utensils stored in musty places. Luggage, 
yard equipment, and toys should be put away dry. 
• 'IVy to stay indoors on stormy and windy days, Stay indoors in cool 
evenings. 
• If a patient allergic to mold has a bedroom in a musty basement, try 
to move them upstairs. 
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APPENDIX B 
CLINIC PROJECT TRANSCRIPTS 
Tape: LI 
Class Discussions 
LA: What are you guys working on? 
J: I don't know, ha! 
A: We're trying to define the word "sick." 
LA: What do you mean? 
A: Um, well, we don't like this sentence, but we don't know how to clarify it, so we're talking 
about that. 
LA: What's the sentence. 
A: "Sick patients wiU be seen right away." 
J: In an allergy clinic wouldn't everybody be sick? 
A: We're wondering how sick you have to be in order to be sick enough to be seen right away. 
J: instead of scheduling that— 
D: Do they actually do that? 
J: "Terminally ill patients will be seen right away." 
[break] 
LA: What else does it say about "sick"? What does it say before and after that? 
A: We just changed before that... it's talking about when, um, the ah, new appointments can 
be made and everything .. . what time span ... it deals with weeks .. . we could say "a 
regular follow up visit will take up to two weeks" unless you're going to die. ha ha 
[laughter] 
J: So is that what that sentence is referring to? A follow up visit? That if they find out in 
your initial visit that you're really sick then you'll be seen sooner? 
A: Can you say, you know, two weeks ... four weeks... but if you really need to go, we'll book 
you in? 
B: How about "although sick patients can be seen right away," 
A: You see, I just, "sick." Everyone is "sick" or else they wouldn't be going to the dinic. 
B: Yeah, well// 
Sh: It's just the degree of sickness 
B: They're using "sick" to differentiate between// 
S: If they can live with it 
B: / /between people who need attention right now. 
D: "Those who need immediate attention" 
B: I thir\k that's fine, "can be seen right away." 
S: "If you need immediate attention, you can be seen right away." 
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Tape: LI 
Qassroom Discussion 
Questions about the project 
LA: What questions do you have for the doctor? 
D: Do they send these documents out all together? Right now we're assuming that our 
information sheet will be sent out with the questionnaire that basically asks about your 
medical history and it will also go out with a drug sheet that will tell which drugs you 
can't take prior to your first appointment. So we're assuming you'll have all of this 
information before your first appointment. You'U either get it in the mail or pick it up at 
the office at some point. 
LA: But they don't specific when you get this iivfonnation. 
D: They don't specify why you're getting this information. Only we're assuming that this 
pertains only prior to your first visit. Se we're assuming you'll get all of it and all at once. 
LA: Alright. Good, so that's for the welcome document. _ What other questions? 
L: We need to see what's actually included in the predocument um because he said he doesn't 
want it repeated and if he wants any of it repeated is there anything he wants 
emphasized? 
LA; Do you need a copy of the pre document. Is that what you're saying? 
G: That and 
L; It says on this sheet of suggestions "do not repeat information from any booklets that all 
patients receive." what other booklets do all patients receive? 
LA: um that all patients receive? OK? 
L: right 
LA: ah, that's a good question. I don't know. Um, I think the booklets he was referring to there 
are those booklets on childhood asthma or asthma in general—that you shouldn't repeat 
information that's there 
L: But should it re-emphasize it. I mean should we keep the little paragraphs that describe 
like what hay fever is? 
LA: Yeah, that's, um. The problem is, as I was looking over the document, the purpose of the 
post doaiment—the purpose isn't real clear to me. It's not particvdar to a sickness, its' sort of 
a gloss over everything. So, I think part of the problem is gonna be defining the purpose in 
that document, you know just like the purpose and audience statement in the instructions. 
That little blurb in the beginning. That's really when this comes into play. So that people 
right off the bat know what the purpose is. And right now, I don't know what that is. 
Ja: Just kind of like a summary, maybe of all the pamphlets he has? maybe this is an 
overview of each. I was looking at those pamphlets, one's on asthma, one's on childhood 
asthma, environmental controls for pets eind hoxisehold things and aU those things were 
talked about in the post document—it gave an overview of each. 
LA: Yeah, right right right right, yeah, it just glossed it all. But I don't know. From my point 
of view, I don't see a good sense of order, like why the questions are sequenced the way they 
are. 
Ja: Oh I see 
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LA: The range of questions is very different from the other booklets so I don't think you need to 
worry about repeating iiiformation but if you want to check out each one of those booklets 
and see how different the purpose is....go ahead. 
Tape: J1 
Qassroom Discussion 
LA: Ok, um, this is what he said about that section. "Syinptom influences could be categorized 
into dust mold, pollens, animal danders. It could also be divided into allergic and 
nonaUergic categories. He says this section is 'a mess.' You may want to research some 
categories to make them exclusive." 
Doug: This section what? I thought you said it was a mess about— 
LA: Section 3, oh I'm talking about section 4. This one. Is that what you're talking about? 
Doug: Oh, OK yeah (laugh) 
LA: But are you saying it's redimdant or what are you saying. Repetitive? 
Doug: Well 1 just. To me these are clear boxes to mark some, something about you where it could go 
throu^ N [nasal] and C [chest] and that. But when it doesn't go through N and C it stops 
being complete because we've got 7 different possibilities. Nasal, chest, [and if symptoms 
don't fall into these two categories}, then what? 
LA: Yeah, he, he did mention that those categories weren't complete. You know, they don't 
cover everything. 
Doug: Yeah right. So do you think it would be easier. So just leave them in boxes and just mark it 
and put an X in it? To me it would be easier for the patient. He's probably going to know 
what, like you said, might affect your eyes and nose and what would affect your chest. 
LA: Um, yeah. I think he's trying to do is match these allergens to— 
Doug: To how it affects them. 
LA: Right. So that's the N and C. 
IDoug: Right. But— 
LA: Hm. Good point. 
Doug: They've already said, you know, what kind of symptoms they get. So it's.. . to me it makes 
sense just to say what affects your sjrmptoms than whether it affects your... without being 
specific, cause you could say three for this one and four for this one— 
LA: Uh huh 
Doug: It's gonna be, they're going to be more depleted in... if I was fillin this out and it said 
"mark which of these seven is affected by each of these 20 things here" I'm not going to, I'm 
going to look through it faster and not be as detailed so they covild be more efficient and just 
have boxes set up and ignore the N and C stuff. 
LA: OK 
Doug: And that's my opinion. 
[short break] 
LA: Yeah, I don't know what to tell you about that. 
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Tape: J1 
Qass Discussions 
A: This nasal/chest section 
LA: hm, yeah 
A: cuz like, ah, I don't know, it's kinda, I don't know. Things could be 
LA: Oh, the nasal chest thing, 'member when he gave. . . take a look at this. 
A; oh 
LA: This is um, he thought this was a good example. That's why he gave this to us 
A: Oh, I see, that's how 
LA: And it would go this page and this page, he copied that so you could see it side by side. 
A: Oh, um 
LA; What does he say about that. "S5nmptoms could be categorized...." Um so that you could 
divide this list into dust, mold, and list all those things 
A: so, oh, so dust... 
LA: But that would take some researching, um, "dust, mold, pollen, animal dcinders." 
A: so, is that like nonallergic 
A: does that mean a one time reaction to it? 
LA: nonallergic. Let me see if I get this right. Um. Non allergic vs. allergic. 
A: Like if you get a bee sting you just happen to swell up from 
LA: Non allergic woiild be like smoke and hayfever. Let me think. I've got to have it in here 
A: ? 
LA: pollen, mold, pets, allergens. Glossary of terms. Let's try that. 31. Allergen. "Any 
substance that triggers an allergic attack. Abnormal sensitivity to substance." That's aU 
they have. 
A: That's pretty much what an allergen is (laughing) 
LA: Maybe to specify. . . nonallergic would probably be weather change. Time of day. that 
would probably be one. From what I remember it was things that are outside of you, does 
that m^e sense? That's what I remember him saying. Let's keep looking. 
A: Like if its things you don't reaUy have control over, that's not really true. 
LA: Well if you go to a restaurant and someone is smoking 
A: you sit in the norismoking section (laugh) 
LA: Does our informational docimient have this 
A: Is that the right thing? 
LA: That's this {reading]. Um yeah, this will take some reading. 
A: OK. 
LA: If you want to categorize them by allergen then you could easily get that information from 
any of these books 
A: Well I mean, I don't know, I just. This seems just like a stupid section to me. Like something 
the doctor should just ask about 
LA: Well 
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A: Kinda well, I mean it kinda makes you think, I mean it isn't huge to go by. It's not like I get 
congestion or something like that 
LA: Well let's think about purpose again. The purpose of this is to get as much information as 
you can about the patient's symptoms 
A: Animal types, pets you've been around, see this section totally sucks. 
Tape: Consultations with Dr. Chmxira 
R; We also researched this a little bit and we changed the symptoms and the environment 
block. And I'll let Doug talk more about that 
Dr: OK 
IDoug: Ok, one ah thing that you mentioned was that you kinda wanted a separation between the 
two as far as direct allergies and indirect, and we're kinda trying to find a way to word it 
because we know you wanted to be able to distinguish between a direct cause such as the 
mold and the dust and the indirect. And we wanted. And the one way it was suggested to be 
stated made it kinda sound like this one wasn't important. We thought the patient 
wouldn't bother filling it out cviz it looked unimportant so we figured this was kind of a way 
where you could specify with the patient and go ahead and fill it out anyway there. 
Dr. umhm 
Doug; Ah, most of the, we put a lot more check boxes. This one we left as a circle, to circle the 
things that apply. But the 3 word ones are all on one line yet. and the other box where we 
made a lot of changes was in the environment. Ah, one thing that was mentioned was the 
audience, ah, being inclusive. Including aU ages. And like Rodney had said like on the 
first page including parents' name if imder 18. And one thing that was kind of confusing as 
we were gin through here is that it mentioned the such as where does the child sleep or 
where does child spend daytime hours. We wanted to include all ages for that 
Dr.: all ages, such 
Doug; And so what we did also it didn't really include work or school, it's kind of vague in terms 
of mixing up sleeping conditions, carpeting and things like this, so we have it down to 
bedroom and sleeps alone or shares a bed with others that's kind of a, we tried to clear that 
up as best we could there and include everybody. Ah, 
[break] 
Doug: One other thing that we did change about this ah, we weren't really sure how to do it. I 
didn't before mention, I think in the old one here about 
Dr.: Chest and nasal? 
Doug; Yeah, right. And the problem we had with that is, what if it affects your sinuses, or 
something that isn't chest or nasal related? 
Dr: Like skin for example. 
Doug; Yeah, exactly. And without saying "mark all 1-8 that apply to each of these," we thought 
that would be too cvunbersome for the patient and they wouldnt've put the time into giving 
up accvurate information. And we thought that this was about the best way to jvist make this 
a simply check box because the main point is that you can get the information you want, and 
it's hard for the patient, and if it's hard for them to read they are not going to fill it out 
acciirately. So this was the way what we came up with as far as handling that. I think 
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that with the boxes—I noticed a lot of applications anjonore have these—a nice box where 
it groups the information together. It's easier to fill out and to read.. . we feel it's a lot 
easier to read. This [original docxunent] gets a little, ya know, it looks a little cluttered in 
places when you try to read it through and ah, something like this is right there in front of 
you. So. I guess that's ah... 
[break] 
EPoug: Do you have any questions for us? 
Dr.: Gosh, I don't think so. It's a nicely done document. Without me getting technical, the 
trigger thing is a confusing thing. I've not been happy with this for ah, the main reason you 
might, like you say the nose chest thing, it is, a little confvising. But also the triggers aren't 
really stratified according to the types of triggers that there are. We talk about allergic 
triggers. We talk about triggers for asthma and allergies, and asthma and (?) neisal 
symptoms as being either allergic or nonallergic. And one of the ways I think I, I, you know 
I don't know that I gave you guys the technical information you needed to recognize that 
and none of the other groups did either. And I think one of the things I will do when I 
revise this is stratify, you know, put the mold triggers, like mowing. You might think of it 
as a grass trigger but it's really a mold trigger. It picks up the mold spores from the ground. 
Christmas trees are a mold trigger. Ah, ah, things like basements, bams are all mold 
triggers whereas vacuums, dust, dustmite triggers or seasonal things like pollen triggers and 
ah, the stratifying those allergic triggers from nonallergic triggers. Like something like 
cold air would traditionally bother you know, a characteristically asthmatic patient. 
Exercise would bother someone with asthma. Even though it's not triggering allergen 
exposure. So probably 
Doug; Is this kind of what we . . . 
Dr.: Yeah, this is nice. You picked up on some of the nuance—that I didn't give explicit 
information to really—but so far, I don't think anyone has picked up on direct or indirect or 
intrinsic triggers, nonallergic triggers. 
Doug: We were looking for something like under dust and then all categories that may affect it 
even though these can affect more of the mold and dust and things Kke that. 
Dr.: Yeah, yeah put it in some broad categories such as allergic and nonallergic categories, and 
then substratify the allergic triggers into dust mold danders, and pollen. So that's great. 
Thank you very much. 
Tape: Consultations with Dr. Chmura 
Ja: From the look at and the matter of audiences we kind of saw that there were two audiences: 
primary and secondary audience. And that the primary audience is the patient and if 
they're younger it would be their parents. Um, and the secondary audience would be 
whoever this document affected: people in the household an um I guess (?) And then 
secondary audience would be parent 
[break] 
Ja: Do you have any questions for us about anything we did? 
Dr.: Well I like your use of the cat 
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Ja: Some one thought about putting a picture of a needle there but we didn't want to scare 
anyone 
Dr.: Some people don't go for that 
Dr.: I could have seen a picture of a dust mite. That's sort of an entertaining thing 
M: or a cloud of dust 
Dr: yea a cloud of dust 
Dr; This is great I think, it's a much easier document to lose. Ah we pass out, we pay through 
the nose for these pamphlets that you were given as resource materials. I don't know if 
you're aware of that You would have gotten a pamphlet, a lot of times it's not just a free 
bee from you know a given doctor. It's something we pay for. It's overhead and its' kind of a 
shame to have to give the money to you know somebody else to do these things when ah, 
ah, you guys did it for free. 
[laughter] 
[break] 
Dr.: It's great you guys did a great job. It's a whole lot better. It's a lot easier to follow 
Joe: We decided on the booklet format because (?) otherwise you would have a lot of papers 
stuck together. And we couldn't get it on one page. 
Dr: I'll tell you you'll also find. We probably still will plan on handing out some of the 
additional materials and we have a booklet on asthma and one on (?). And this is about 
the size of those. So this is great. This is terrific. 
J a: And we gave you a whole bunch of colors we didn't know what colors... 
Dr: No this is great I think I actually Uke the green one because the print stands out and it's a 
nice contrast, so this is terrific. That fact that you have it on disk makes it really hard to 
make changes too. 
Tape: Consultations with Dr. Chmura 
Jack: One of the things I like about this, and the other documents that we've seen through the 
class, I've seen is that as a patient coming into an office and seeing this I mean, I might not 
have an idea of some of these things and so bold things directs you, you want to read and 
when you need to read it 
Ray: It directs your eye across the page and to what you need to read naturally does. And it 
fociises the document toward the audience. We tried to make it simple. 
Dr: In fact that was one of the problems with the original document is that, ah, ah, it ah, a lot 
of times people woxild pick up the original form and say, you know, I'm not here for a kid, 
I'm here for myself, so. . .yeah this is nice 
[break] 
S: Any questions? 
Dr: Um, ah, gosh, ah, it's interesting you know this is a document, as much as I hate it, or 
hated the original format, ah, I've been staring at it for the past three yeeurs. Ah, and 
every time I get the invitation, I have to go back and review this old document. Ah, it's 
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kind of become sort of like aii old dysfunctional Mend, you know, it's kind of neat to see it 
have it get sort of a face lift. So that's great. 
Dm: And so now if you want to reword it it's gonna be digitized and you can just 
Dr: Yeah, that's nice, the last group did that too. This form really ought to be probably redone 
every couple of years, minimum, ah, so 
Tim: Yeah, that's one of the things we noticed, especially like a the drug list there were 3 or 4 
different drugs that were written twice on the sheet 
Dr: fovmd in there, yeah 
Tim: It probably will be easier to do it now that it's on a disk 
Dr: yeah, yeah, no, that's great You know the um, the rules of medidne are changing. And ah, 
having forms like this included in your, your patients' encoimter with you goes a long way 
towards satisf3dng the chart buggers that act like something has transpired in a patients' 
visit with you, you know what I mean? 
S: umhm 
Dr: They're interested in reviewing the content of your notes and so if you actually have some 
soft of function beyond ah, this form that the patient fills out. For example, there's a 
function beyond just letting me know. It lets somebody like the insurance company or 
Medicare or Medicaid know that we did something while they were here. 
Dr: Do you have any questions for me, about how these forms are used? 
Ray: Question about danders and cats. 
Tape: LI Class Discussion 
L: Um, and I thought we could put spaces in between these 
G: probably bigger font, we could go bigger font 
L:- not imderlined because underline looks crappy 
G: yeah, because once we get the checkboxes.. .then we won't need that 
L: Right. So it goes down double-spaced, not underlined, and boxes. 
G: We essentially have to redo this I think the only thing the doctor has to mark on is the 
front page [shows front page]. The rest is just... 
L: Right. Exactly. Oh, "hi" [to camera] 
C: We could put a graphic on it—seasons to show.. I don't know, to show 
L: We could find room for that 
G: We could probably put it on the front. And what we could then use that for is then for a 
break 
L: Do you mean in between? Because we're going to have extra room? 
C: I was thinking that well, an illustration to show [interrupted] 
G: IIwell yeah, in there but 
C: IImaybe show/ / 
G: The, but, the question is, the thing is once you get too small you can't reaUy distinguish the 
background 
L: especially if they're going to photocopy this 20 times 
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G: that's another thing we'll have to figure. . . we'll have to plan this for photo copies. So 
we'll have to have a master copy 
L: We're going to try to get a logo the logo and try to put it on here 
LA: Can I see what you have here so far? 
L: This is what—we typed it all in, and we put it in Adobe 
LA: and which, um, which document is this 
L: this is post 
LA: OBC And what's Adobe 
L: Adobe Pagemaker 
LA: Ok. So it looks like you have a two colimin format in a booklet form? 
L: We are going to have a booklet form in the end that folds over, but um, we need to, are going 
to cut and paste after we're done to get it in the right order, after we're done formatting 
L: [to group] are we going to niimber pages? 
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Guidelines for Observations of Writing Consiiitants 
After reading the literature you received earJier this semester, each of you developed a list 
of criteria you might use in evaluating the observable performance of one of your peers. 
Based upon the compilation of your ideas, the following guidelines emerged. Respond to the 
following questions to enable us to analyze how well we prepare you ro consxilt with 
students and how we can better assist you in perfecting yotir talents as a v\Titing consultant. 
.A.. Tlie Greeting 
Is each client greeted in a cordial, ftiendly, and affable manner and made to feel welcome? 
Also, is eye contact made between the two individuals? 
In what way does the consultant's nonverbal behavior reinforce the verbal behavior of the 
greeting? 
Subsequent to the initial welcome, does the consultant ask to see the student's actual 
assignment? 
B. The Questioning Techniques 
How does the consultant engage the student to focus initially on Higher Order Concerns 
(HOC as mentioned in Reigstad & McAndrews)? This should involve a discussion of thesis, 
organization, voice, and development. 
If students exhibit wealcness in any of the HOC areas, what suggestions are made to correct 
these weaknesses? 
is there an extensive use of questions by the consultant? (Indeed, the number of questions 
shOTild outnumber the number of declarative statements.) 
The intent of questioning is to enlighten, not intimidate. Is there a balance of questions 
between the open/closed type and between the Socratic/discoveiy type? Give several 
examples to illustrate. 
What open qxiestions does the consultant pose? For example, is the student asked to explain 
why he or she selected a particular example or written comment or organization? Is ^e 
student asked for additional clarification of ideas if passages or for additional clarification 
of ideas or passages or for additional options when a problem becomes apparent? 
How does the consultant make the student an active participant rather than a mere 
spectator in the session? (Note several of the qxiestion examples on the 6. L Gark excerpt 
you possess.) 
Does the consultant offer brief explanations then ask the student to perform a task to 
indicate his or her gtasp of the concept or skill? Are there instances when this procedure 
would prove helpful to the student as well as the consultant? 
Does the consultant wait at least five seconds between asking a question and offering 
additional comments? 
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Guidelines for Observations of Writing Consultants 
Does the consultant encourage the student to read sections of the ^vritten document aioud or 
to mark the revisions? In other words, hew does the student retain control and ownership 
of the document? 
What Lower Order Concerns (LOG as mentioned by Reigstad & McAndrew) are discussed? 
How is positive feedback offered as well as discovery of weaknesses in these LOC areas? (LOG 
include sentence structure, pxmctuation, usage, and spelling.) 
How does the consultant exhibit concern for jmd interest in the student's paper? 
How does the consultant make the student aware of the criteria upon which this writing id 
most often evaluated? 
C. The Closing 
How does the consultant summarize the session for the student? 
In what way is the closing sincere, friendly, and indicative of the consultant's concern for 
the student? Indeed, students appreciate sincere interest in their well-being as well as 
their academic success. 
D. Additional Comments 
Describe the climate of the session: 
conversational/lecture like 
warm/cool 
student/teacher 
mutual effort/individual effort 
Indicate who talked the mosc consultant, student or equally divided 
What types of questions were used during the session? Place a check in the appropriate row 
each time the consultant asks a question. 
a. closed: has only one answer 
b. open: has many possible answers 
c leading: has an answer already known by the consultant 
d. probing: helps the student see possibilities 
e. yes/no: requires only a yes or no answer 
Are the students actually taught how to edit, or does the cozmiltant tend to complete the task 
for them? Explain. 
In what ways was the student made to feel positive about the session and welcome to return? 
Additional insights and sxunmary: 
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Englisfa 105 
October 22,1996 
Figure 2. Student Paper 
The Rhetorical Analysis of Carrie Chapman Catt 
Carrie Chapman Can, a woman who contributed to society by giving women the 
I nght to vote, is now facing some controversy by her saying racist and xenophobic 
I 
remarks. These kinds of remarks were the tactics aimed at the disen&anchisement Blacks, 
that African American were unworthy of the vote and that is was forced upon them. Catt 
claimed that Torino were of a lower civilization, and their opposidcHi to woman suf&age 
would be "more bitter and vindictive". She also claims that Native Americans were 
savages. Canie Chapman Catt didn't like foreigners because.they cazne for poverty-
ridden, ignorance-filled section of Europe. In despite of what she has said the building on 
Iowa State campus was named Catt Hall. Some people agree or disagree with renaming 
the building. The Sq)tember 29th Movement wants to change the name of a prestigious 
building-There can be two sides to every story. 
Carrie Chapman Catt, native of Charles Qty, Iowa, was a distinguished alumna of 
ISU. She successfully led the campaign to give women the right to vote, and found^ the 
League of Women Voters. These are a few of Catt's many contributions to our society. In 
addition, later in Came Chapman Catt's accomplishments, she received the Centennial 
Memorial Foundations Award. This award is given every four years. According to 
biographers, Catt focused on expanding women's rights and political opportunities, 
encouraging citizen education and involvement in the political prtxess, and supported 
programs dedicated to enhancing worid peace and international cooperation. She also 
served as President of &e International Suffiage Movement Catt is ±e 12th recipient of 
the Iowa Award, which was created in 1951 by the Foundation of Trustees. As an 
illustration of her accomplishments, the Senate of the Government of the Smdent Body on 
November 18,1974, proposed a resolution to name to new women's P£. building after 
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Canie Chapman CatL The new women's physical education building needs a nany and 
she graduated from Iowa State University, and not only was Catt active in getdng the 19di 
Amendment to the United States Constitution passed, but she helped start the first 
organized wmien's physical activity cm the campus," said the GSB in 1974. The 
Advisory Cranmittee on naming of buildings recommended that the new women's 
physical education building be named after Carrie rhapman CatL 
Fuithamore, The Carrie Chapman Catt Center for Women in Politics resulted 
from a recent meeting of a Political Advisory Board, made up of Iowa State political 
science alumni, in Washington D.C. Members of the advisory board noticed that there 
were no women on the board and they wanted to change that, said Richard Mansbach, 
professor of political science and a member of the Advisory Board. After the center was 
approved by the Board of Regents, it was officially announced as pan of ISU's 
partnership for Promise Campaign. The Comminee got $94,000 in cash donations, which 
could be donated in specific amounts over several years. They also received $300,000 in 
deferred gifts. They decided to change the name to Catt Hall from "Old Botany" because 
they wanted a building named after a woman. They wanted her to be the first woman to 
have a building named after her at Iowa State University. 
The Sqjtember 29th Movement claims that Carrie Chapman Catt said racist and 
xenophobic remarks; that she was racist toward people fiiom other ethnic groups.The 
people >»^o are for changing the name of Catt Hall claims she has insulted people. They 
also want to know who is behind the constructing of Catt HalL 
As indicated earlier, Catt mostly likes white people because she thinks other ethnic 
groups are inferior in her eyes. This type of argument is a ethos or fair play. Catt is saying 
that white woman should have ±e right to vote because white women are the leaders, and 
the white women are looking down upon the non-white women. Using the expression of 
only liking white supremacy is working because people around campus are angry that Catt 
said th^ were inferior. 
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Should we look beyond when she made racist remarks, or should we be grateful that she 
gave rise for women to vote? We should look beyond for what she has done fw the 
society and the realize that what she was saying was not racist to her when she was 
younger. 
The Catt supporters think it was a good choice to name a building after her who 
fought for women the right to vote. They believe that you have to look for a good quality 
in a person, and a well known attribute they made to our socie^, just like Came Chapman 
Can did by getting women the right to vote. 
On the other hand, the September 29th Movement are angry for naming Catt Hall 
after a person they believe is a racist individuaL They want the name changed so badly that 
they will keep on fighting until it is done, "Catt Hall will be renamed in very near future. 
They only question unanswered is the date," says Milton McGriff, a member of 
September 29th Movement from the Uhuru newsletter (3). The September 29th 
Movement believe in the hearts that renaming Can Hall is the only way to go. They want 
to beat the odds. They want you stand up for what you believe in and try to achieve you 
goals. 
In conclusion, we should change the name of Catt Hall because Carrie Chapman 
Catt has said racist and xenophobic remarks, such as "the criminal, idiot and insane are 
not denied a vote in several states, and in most, a large class of ignorant un-American men 
wi± no comprehension of our problems, our history, or ideals, are conspicuous voters on 
election day" (Catt 70). Catt refers to Nadve Americans, the Sioux, as murdering, 
scalping savages. There is a problem with this argument because what if people said these 
statements have h^)pened a long time ago, and we should move forward, and don't dwell 
on the past For example, should we name a building after Mr. X if he said xenophobic 
and racist remarks back in the 1800's? We as a society probably would, but if we named a 
building after X today we probably would not because he would hurt the lives diat he 
would have offended even more today then in the pasL Catt's views on those of other 
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Tbe Sq)texnber 29th Movement wants to change the name of Can Hall because 
they believe diat she has insulted people during the five year period of trying to get the 
19tfa Amendment of the United States Constitution passed. This argument is a padios or 
enKXional argument This situation is e;q)ressing the emotions they have toward Carrie 
Chapnsan Catt and what she said. This is working by making people angry and really 
expressing how they feel. 
The students Iowa State University want to know who is behind in naming a 
prestigious building to Catt Hall. It is the Board of Regents. They are unhappy now that 
they changed it to Catt HalL This is a pathos argument or eirx)donal argumenL This 
argument could be right or wrong to many people's opinion. The Board of Regents can 
be trying to corr^roirdse with the September 29th Movement, but the September 29th 
Movement wants the name to change, even if it is going to take a long time. 
The simation of for and against the controversy of Carrie Chapman Can deserves 
to be examined carefully. As we have seen, the situation involves a variety of arguments. 
We will now look at the main arguments being used by Can's supponers and September 
29ih MovemenL 
There are people on Iowa State University can^us who are Carrie Chapman Can 
supporters. They believe that she was not a racist and that some of her statements were 
taken out of contexts. Professor Jane Cox said, in an interview with Campus Reader, 
"Can's entire life should not be reduced to a sound bite or two, since she often spoke out 
against racism" (3). 
Many people want to give Carrie Chapman Can another chance. The things thai 
she has said had h^pened along time ago. Kelly Powers makes her claim in the ISU 
Daily, by saying that "many people throughout history, even today, have been great 
people in certain areas, while lacking in others." One of her examples is that Thomas 
Jefferson owned slaves, but it didn't make him less of a person. Another example us 
when Malcolm X supported separatism- He did not particularly care for "vvtite" people. 
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but does that make what he did to help Afdcan Ameiicans gain much deserved rights, and 
freedoms obsolete? No. You again have to look past the wrongs and see the 
accomplishments. 
Many people who are Carrie Chapman Catt supporters believe that Catt is a hero 
towards womeiL She has accoizq)lisbed getting the 19th Amendment passed and earning 
women die right to vote. Alice Lukens states, "that Carrie Chapman Catt had made 
unethical claims in her lifetime, but she does believe it is unfair to judge Catt by a handful 
of statements she made in a five-year period (1915-1920) when was trying to get the 19th 
Amendment passed in all states, including at least two southern ones" {Campus Reader 
3). 
Some people of the September 29th Movement believe that Carrie Chapman Catt 
has said xenophobic and racist remarks, and that she mostly likes white people. Carrie 
Chapman Can has said, "woman sufeage would so vastly increase the white vote.. it 
would guarantee white supremacy if it otherwise stood in danger of overthrow" 
(Wondwosen 4). White supremacy means that certain white people are the leaders not the 
followers. The rest of the people are down towards the bottom of society. This kind of 
remark is a racist one because it discriminaTes against African American people. The 
people of the white population are hurt by it also because the African American people will 
be towards the bottom and the white population will not be able to meet with one another, 
and have a real friendship. We as a society have to look beyond white stipremacy and try 
to come together as a whole and try not to make others feel inferior like Carrie Chapman 
Catt did. 
Carrie Chapman Catt said remarks, but maybe saying remarks was right thing 
back then. Jane Cox from the Campus Reader, said "Catt did not openly speak out against 
racism. But she says that the original documents prove that Can spoke out against racism 
both befOTe and after that time" (Lukens 3). This is trying to say that Catt didn't speak out 
against racism during the period of (1915-1920),but she did before and after that tixne. 
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races, in die last years of her life, has been spent fcr working for peace and railing against 
the machinery of war—"it is important to note that ideas have a life, like viruses, growing, 
ad^ting and mutating as they spread from host to host" (Marquaxt 12). 
On the other hand. Can (»ly liked certain white people because they could be a 
leader not a follower. White people were the only ones that could take in charge of the 
society, this is called white supremacy. An exaxz^le would be an "Smith was placed upon 
a scaffold, six feet square and ten feet high, securely bound, within the view of all 
beholders. Here the victim was tortured for fifty minutes by red-hot iron brands thrust 
against his quivering body. Commencing at the feet the brands were placed against him 
inch by inch until they were thrust against the face. Then, being appaiendy dead, kerosene 
was poured upon him, cottonseed hulls placed beneath him and set on fire. In less time 
t h a n  i t  t a k e s  t o  r e l a t e  i t ,  t h e  t o r t u r e d  m a n  w a s  w a f t e d  b e y o n d  t h e  g r a v e  t o  a n o t h e r  f i r e . . .  
.Curiously seekers have carried away already all that was left of the memorable event, 
even to pieces of coal" (Wells 166-7). 
On the contrary these issues are incredible because it really makes you think about 
them to come U3 your conclusion about renaming the building of Catt Hall. If we rename 
the building of Catt Hall will it make people h^py, or sad? The people in our society have 
to think and fight for what they really wanL 
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APPENDIX D 
WRITING CENTER TRANSCRIPTS 
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T=Tori (tutor) 
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T: 
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T: 
K: 
T: 
K: 
T: 
K: 
T: 
Do you want to, um, now this is up to you, do you want to take a look at the stuff 
you've got in there and see how, how the proofreading's going? 
Sure, I think when I left yesterday I think I was starting the, um, the right way to 
do this (?) the right way to quote somebody. 
Umhm 
I thir\k I was trying to do that. 
OK, you have the general, the topic sentence and then the general statement and 
then the quote for support. Where are you looking at it? 
Um, ...I don't know like if these, I don't think I have a quote. 
OK, "Some people in the September 29th movement they believe that Carrie 
Chapman Catt has said xenophobic and racist remarks and that she mostly Ukes 
white people. The people who are for changing the name of Catt hall claims she 
hasn't solved the peace (?) problem. They also ought to (?) behind the constructing 
of Catt hall. In the illustration of the people who claim that Carrie Chapman 
Catt said xenophoic or racist remarks, this type of argument is a logical or logos 
situation. This statement is working by giving people an option to express what 
they feel and how to use it by having a rally of this issue by doing some research." 
OK where is your example of that? 
My final, um, (?) 
OK, you did the first one, and that worked out just right. OK. Um, you have all of 
your research on the September 29th movement? 
Umhm 
What's the, the, in that somewhere, they've undoubtedly, at some point, actually 
Seiid what statements that there are that are bothering them. So what you need is 
an example of., you said, you said xenophobic and racist remarks tvnce in those two 
paragraphs, but you haven't given me, your reader, an example of what you mean. 
OK 
So this is the place where you put that in. 
OK.. .. OK. . 
Yeah, OK. Here's your introduction 
I think I had, that (stuff about siaffering?) 
Umhm 
I did, like, ah, before, (?) I think I had some of this in here. 
Um hm 
About oh, um, like, that, Carrie Chapman Catt, asking the American people are 
(if they believe it yet (?believing? confusing?) 
OK, but there's an actual quote from her in tiiat sentence that you're talking about. 
So that's the concrete example that we're talking about Let's see. 
278 
What about in that stuff that Jane Cox gave you, or that stuff about, wasn't there 
some stuff highlighted there in that information you brought in? 
K: Oh, in um, at the church council (?) 
T: No, the other one, the packet, that you showed me? 
K: Oh.... 
T: That one. OK. This is all stuff that Carrie Chapman Catt wrote, right? 
K: Right. . . . 
113 T: Like this. See this is what she says if the south really wants white supremacy it 
will urge the unfranchised (?). OK, so she's saying she gives women the vote ^en, 
ah, that will keep the black people down. That's the sort of thing that ....here's 
another one. That you had highlighted already. I think that that's. What does 
that other paper that you had say? Does it get to actually what she said? 
K: This one? 
T: This southern quote 
K: (?) 
T: OK,, yeah, this is good, the attack on African Americans, this is where you got 
some of your support there. Right 
K: I could use that? 
T: Um hm. OK. 
K: That remark that the "number of white women in the south is greater than the 
black women is (?) 
T: Yeah, yeah " quote." OK, yeah, now you have to figure out how to dte that. I 
think that you should cite that to the Marin ? forces, right? Yeah, this is Marin's 
essay, OK? 
K: OK. So I take this part out, or? Maybe that's backwards. 
T: I think, well, no. Here's where you put it in. Because you're sajong basically that 
Carrie Chapman Catt has said xenophobic and racist remarks and that she mostly 
likes white people. 
K; Umhm 
T: OK, so this is the place where I think you need, that you want to put in some 
support for why ^ey think that. OK. So you could say the September 29th 
movement, 
K; Umhm 
T: And then how they are referring to this. 
K: OK. 
144 T: OK? 
K: Typing. 
174 T: OK. Now how are we going to dte this? 
K: Um? 
T: Are you starting back to, um, OK. There, we don't need the period there, because 
the period is going to go outside our citation, we just need the quote. 
K: OK. um, space? 
T: Quote then space then parenthesis, that's right. (?) 
K: A comma, and then a space? 
T: No, just the space, yeah. 
K: (?) 
T: Right. 
K: I could put that there. 
T: Yeah, now let's, better save that before the computer eats it. Let's go up and take a 
look at that paragraph that we did with Cox that was so quick (?) so we didn't 
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know how to do that(?) we shouId.-OK. Oh, actually the Kelly Powers one, (?) 
OK. "Many people gave Carrie Chapman Catt a chance. The thing that she had 
said had happened a long time ago. Kelly Powers makes her point in the ISU 
Daily by saying that "many people throughout history, even today, are great 
people are certain areas, while lacking in others. Examples TJ, Malcom X, 
(?)You again have to look past the wrong until you accomplish (?)" OK remember 
we talked about what was going on here. You've got your topic sentence, you've got 
a restriction of that topic sentence, explanation —those things happened long ago— 
and then you've got your quote as support but you don't just leave your quote alone, 
you analyze it. You give hxrther explanation of why that quote is relevant, and 
then you wrap it all up. So, how are we going to do that in this paragraph? OK. 
Let's take a look at the whole thing here. How would you do that now? 
K: Um, you put topic sentence, here's my statement, this is my (?) 
T: Right that's your support, OK 
K: Andum 
T: Now, how are you going to expand that? to make it clear that there's a 
relationship between the quote and the topic sentence. 
K: I could compare it? 
T: Yeah, comparing it's a good way to show relationship. That's good. 
K: So should I do this now? 
T: I'd leave it alone for now. We'll do that stuff later. But I think that what you 
need to think about is how you're going to make some sort of a comparison to show 
the relationship between your quote and your topic sentence. I think, maybe the 
first question is, do you think that's a racist remark? 
K: (yeah?) 
223 T: Do you think that the average reader would think that's a racist remark? 
K: (yeah?) 
T: ha ha. OK. so where do you go from there with it then? 
K: Explain why it's a racist remark? 
T: OK, good strategy. Another thing in terms of asking why it's a racist remark might 
be trying to ask the question of why that would hurt the feelings of persons who are 
not liked. 
K: OK. 
T: OK? 
K: typing. (?) 
T: Because one it's referring to the long remark. 
K: OK 
T: It's got an antecedent, so you're cool there. 
240-7 K: typing. 
T: "TWs kind of remark is a racist one because it discriminates the rights of especially 
the African American population." OK let's take a look at just that sentence and 
see how it's explaining or expanding on your quote. OK? How is it discriminating 
against white people? 
K: Um, because it could be because maybe there are some white people who do like 
African American people, and if they were friends, then I wouldn't want them to 
(?)  
T: Oh, I see, OK ok. um, so it's kind of an indirect thing. 
K: Umhm 
T: Well you need to find a way to say that so it's clear that ...It sounds to me that 
what you're trying to say is that discriminating against African Americaris hurts 
white people too? 
K: Yes 
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OK, so how would you restructure that seritence so that that's what it says? 
Oh, OK. typing 
OK, well what about instead of trying to make it all one sentence what about trying 
to make two separate sentences? Because first you make the claim that its 
discriminating against African American people. 
Umhm 
And then you make the second claim that when that happens it hurts white 
people, too. What about that? 
Oh 
I think maybe what's happening is that there is just too much goin on in this 
sentence. 
I think, there's too much going on. (?) 
Well, you know, this is a mouthful for a topic. Look at eill the people who are 
saying stuff about it. This is a lot of topic. 
typing 
OK. now. Save it before the computer eats it. 
OK, is that correct (?) 
Well, why do you need to have a comma in front of it. But you haven't used your 
comma sheet yet so don't worry about it, we'll get there, ha ha 
OK 
OK now, take a look at the paragraph as a whole and remember we're comparing it 
to this one that you did before you came in the other day, that you did just right, 
OK. Look at the structure of that paragraph. 
Maybe make a statement? 
Are you ready to make a statement about what you think is the right thing to do 
here? 
Or um, how they, she said no, and then the obsolete, and you know, (?) 1 don't know 
if that would go together 
Well, I thiiik that's the whole point I'm trying to understand what this argument is 
about, you know 
Umhm 
Is trying to see how it works from both sides. OK? What do you think white 
supremacy means when she uses it then? 
Um, that most people are white. 
OK, that's how you read that, that most of the people are white? 
She wants to talk about that (?) 
OK. When she's talking about guaranteeing white supremacy 
Umhm 
Have you heard of like, white supremacist organizations like Arean nation and 
that kind of thing? Never heard of em. Well, see, I grew up out west so we heard 
about em, because out west it attracts all kinds of kooks, everybody from earth 
firsters (?) to the..my family. Everybody, right? ha ha. And one of the things 
that separates white supremacists, people who believe in white supremacy are 
people who just understand that there are white people, and they think that the 
white people should be in charge. OK? So when she uses the term white 
supremacy, she's not just saying that there's just more of us, she's saying that anyone 
who's not white isn't qualified to be in charge. 
That's a whole different thing, isn't it? 
Um hm, I noticed that. I was reading through these and she does say (?). Like if 
you're not white, then you're nobody. Like you have to white to be a leader. 
She nailed on the Irish, too, that there a bunch of drunks, you know. So what she's 
talking about in her white supremacy is not jiost that everybody who's white, but a 
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certain kind of white people. That's what it says in Erin's article. So, looking at it 
that way. 
And you could. I mean I could make an argimient or a statement that teUs um, maybe 
what this statement is about? 
Yeah, that's what you did in that other paragraph, you explained what she was 
saying. OK. Where would you put that? 
Um, right here? 
Yes, that's a good place. That's right before you go into the business of how it hurts 
white people too. 
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Tutoring Session 2 
T=Tori (tutor) 
K=Kathy (student) 
Date: November 12,1996 
Time: 1 pm 
(XX) T: Things going OK? 
K; Yeah. 
T: Hot dog! 
K: ? 
T: ? 
K: ? 
T: Here we go. OK. So how many pages. 
K: Five or sLx? (?) 
T: Those are the page breaks. 
K: OK 
T: Let's go to the preview pages. (?) Still got em 
K: (?) 
022 T: [reading] Guess I can't do it either. Well at least it tells you where the page breaks 
are. Now, our next step, now that we have a complete draft, is to go back and take a 
look at what we want to do with this paper. So the first step in our revising is to go 
through and see how well this paper meets the demands of what we want it to do. 
Now when we first started what was it that we wanted this paper to do? Do you 
have the assignment sheet? 
K: Yeah (?) Looking... 
T: Nope, something else 
036 K: OK (looking) (lots of backgroimd noise) 
044 T: By golly, I can't find it either. Well in here I've got the business of the rhetorical 
analysis down to nine-twenty-four. Ok, what this says is that you're going to have 
to do a rhetorical analysis on the Catt Hall controversy, OK? 
K; OK. 
T: And then the next assignment is (?) that you're starting to gather sources. So that 
must be the thing that you've got, OK? 
K: OK. 
T: OK. So what this is supposed to do is it's supposed to analyze the rhetoric, yeah, 
analyze the rhetorical situation for the debate about Catt Hall, that was to 
prepare us, OK? 
K: Umhm 
T: For the analysis of the arguments, OK? 
K: OK. 
T: So what this paper's supposed to do, is it's supposed to take a look at the argiiments 
for and against naming Catt HaU, and analyze them in terms of logos / ethos / 
pathos, 
K: umhm 
063 T: And come to some conclusion about which arguments were better than others. That's 
the goal. So, shall we begin? hee hee hee. You'll remember this (?) You've been 
working on this one step at a time, all the way through. [Tutor reads from Excerpt 
1]. OK So, that's our introductory paragraph. Let's look at the structure of this. If 
I can get the whole thing on the screen at once. No, I can't, [working on computer]. 
I'll try again. No! I can't. (?) 
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K: hm 
T: OK. [working on computer]. OK, there we go. Whole paragraph. Now, let's take a 
look at, (Shaunessy's?) structure. OK. First we have an introduction of who Carrie 
Qiapman Catt was. Then we have some statements about the kind of remarks she 
made. Then, then the "September 29th movement wants to change", and then we 
have the name of the building, and then we have your transitional stuff (?). It 
seems to me that maybe this stuff about the building ought to come ahead of the 
September 29th movement wanting to change it You see? Or, maybe combine in 
some way. But actually, I think before. Because if the "September 29th movement 
wants to change the name of a prestigious building that was named after her. The 
building on Iowa State campus is named Catt Hall." So you thiiJc maybe this stuff 
about the building they named for her should come ahead of the business about 
somebody wanting to change it? 
K: Yes 
T: ha ha ha. I could teU that you couldn't quite tell where I was going with that. 
K: OK. So if I move [working on computer] 
095 T: umhm 
K: oops 
T: There you go. OK. Alright. Here we've got the (reading the last 2 sentences of the 
Excerpt 1). Well, since we've already said that we can say here that (reading 
sentence). 
K: OK 
T: you see that? 
K: umhm. 
T: umhm. Then that's our whole paragraph. So now you've moved from your 
introductory paragraph here, and you're starting, this is the background stuff 
K: umhm 
109 T: Ok? (Reading from Excerpt 2) "Carrie Chapman Catt The September 29th 
movement claims...claims that 
K: [working on computer] 
T: yep 
K: why change that? 
T: movement 
K: so claims is a verb? 
T: umhm 
K: OK. 
T: So I claim, but the movement claims. Do you hear the difference there? Cause I'm 
singular? I claim, 
K: ah huh 
T: the movement claims. OK. I'm saving it to make sure. OK. The rest got put on the 
next page. OK, now we've got a shift here. In this paragraph you've been giving us 
the background on Carrie Chapman Catt. And now you start talking about the 
September 29th movement. So what probably needs to happen in case we make a 
shift Uke that? 
K: I know 
T: What do you know? ha ha ha What needs to happen there? 
K: A transition 
T: yeah. Probably a new paragraph, too. 
K: (yeah) 
T: See where the September 29th movement starts? 
K: OK. 
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T: (Starting reading at the bottom of page one.). OK- We've got to find some way to 
support these claims but first let's take a look at the overall organization, OK, so 
first you had your introduction 
K: umhm 
T: Then you had your background on Carrie Chapman Catt 
K: umhm 
T: Now we're talking about the arguments of the September 29th movement, who 
wants to change it, OK 
K: umhm 
T: "People who are (reading from top of page 2) for changing the name of Catt HaU 
claims"...claim. OK here we have that same thing with that claiming, as the 
verb. People and claims. See that? People's plural? 
K: oh 
T: Well people is more than one, but singular, I guess 
K: hm 
146 T: People claim, people claims. Everyone claims. We've got a list of these. Let me see 
if I can find it. [looking for sheet]. Well I can't find it, we'U just have to mark that 
down as a word we've got to look at. I don't know where we keep that stuff. OK. 
[reading again at the top of page 2, excerpt 3] "An illustration of, people who claim 
that Carrie Chapman Catt has said xenophobic and racist remarks." OK, how does 
this relate to your (?)—logical statement for the September 29th movement. 
K; OK, part of that one, that, remember where, um, that day I got confused about the 
(beginning and ending?) 
T: oh, this is the stuff 
K: this is the stuff here about talking about it 
T: this is the stuff where you had the stuff for Carrie Chapman Catt on the wrong 
side. 
K: yeah 
T: OK. Well, do vou think we need that? Well, what do you want to do with it then? 
K: (?) 
T: Just change this paragraph here [student working on computer]. OK. "As indicated 
earlier, Catt mostly likes white people because she thinks other ethnic groups are 
inferior in her eyes. This type of argument is a ethos or fair play. Using the 
expression of only liking "white people" is working because people arovmd campus 
are angry that they think they are inferior .of her." Um. OK. So you think she's 
making an ethical argument because she says that other ethnic groups are iriferior? 
Let's talk about what we think she's saying. 
K: Yea 
T: OK when she says that non-whites are inferior, that's an ethical argument? 
K: Yes 
T: OK. So how does that relate to, first off, how is that an ethical argximent? Can you 
describe for me how that's working? 
K: That could be that if she thinks that non-whites are inferior, then she could, um, 
um, the way I feel it could be wrong 
T: That statement could be wrong or right? 
K: Yeah, that it could be a fair play argument that is right or wrong, but, 
192 T: Oh I see what you mean, I think. Keep going. 
K: Um, because if she thiiUcs that non-whites are inferior, that they can't be leaders, 
then if I was out in the audience I would think "wait a minute, that's not right." 
But in her eyes she thinks that she's right and I would be wrong. 
T: OK 
K: Does that make any sense? 
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T: OK. So we had talked about ethical arguments as being a right or wrong argimient 
and that (?) this is the right thing, and so as an audience member you're saying 
'wait a minute that's not right' but she's saying that it is. 
K: umhm 
T: So that makes it an ethical argument? Hm. Well, I think what's hanging me up, is 
that, I can see where you're getting that because of the way we described ethos, you 
know we described it as this fair play, do the right thing sort of thing. 
K; umhm 
T: And in that seiise, I think you're probably right in that Catt would say it's an 
ethical argument because it's only fair for white women to have the right to vote 
when all of these people who don't deserve it have it. OK. 
K: umhm 
T: So that is from her point of view a fair play argument. From our point of view it's 
almost an opposite sort of fair play argument because we're saying that what she's 
says is NOT right. 
K: umhm 
T: So there's two points there. We're back to that, we got two different points that 
are trying to be made in the same sentence, ha ha, which is why I'm confused. OK. 
OK. So let's expand. You say "As indicated earlier.Catt mostly Ukes white people 
because she thinks other ethnic groups are inferior in her eyes. This type of 
argument is a ethos or fair play." Ok. So we need something to clarify here why 
that argument is an ethical argument. OK? She's saying that white women should 
have the right to vote because [student typing] should have the right to vote. 
This is back when, they didn't have the vote. Now what's the fair argument here? 
I think the key word in your last one is that the other groups are inferior. Inferior 
is the key word. So what kind of argviment can you construct from that? .... 
K: [student typing]. [238-245]. 
T: OK. you mean, OK let's see. Catt's saying that white women have the right to 
vote because the white women are the leaders and the non-white women are the 
ones who are looking down upon"...you know that clarifies exactly what you're 
talking about. OK first that, her point of view is that it's only fair for white 
women to vote when they are the leaders. OK. But there's a problem wdth sentence 
construction here, it says the non-white women are the ones who are looking dovm 
upon—who are the non-white women looking dovm on? 
K: im 
T: They're not. ha ha ha 
K: Should be up upon 
T: They're the ones who white women are looking down on. See what I mean? 
K: Oh 
T: Do you see why that wasn't working? 
K: [typing 258-261] Should there be a comma there? 
T: Well, right now we're looking at meaning, OK, we'll worry about the sentence level 
after we make sure we've got the sentence sort of saying what we want it to mean, 
close enough to what we want. 
K: umhm 
T: What we've got here..."That white women should have the right to vote because 
white women are the leaders. White women are looking down upon non-white 
women". OK. AH of that stuff that she was saying about, immigrant men, Negro 
men, and all these guys who didn't deserve to vote but could, 
K: umhm 
T: and then she said, she literally said, "It's not fair, that these people can vote and 
white women can't." And she never did say white women, she said Woman, with a 
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capital W. But what she meant was, white women. OK. So that's her fair play 
argument. 
K: umhm 
T: And that's what you're articulating there. Now the second part of this paragraph 
is where you talk about how people on campus feel about that. OK. Now what was 
the actual words that she said. She didn't say only liking white people. What 
were the words she said? 
K: Um, did she sav non-white? 
' J 
T: Remember we looked it up last week? 
K: White supremacy? 
T: Right. OK. So I would, in this next sentence, I would substitute this direct quote 
with what she said using the expression of white supremacy instead of your 
paraphrase. 
K: [typing287] ah.. 
T: Is working because people on campus are angry that they think they are inferior of 
her or that she thinks they're inferior. You said they think they are inferior. And 
1 don't thiiik they think they're inferior at all, do they? 
K: No 
T: ha ha ha ha. that 
K: Could I say that they think that she she's, they think that she is inferior? 
T: Is that what they think? 
K: No 
T: What do they think? 
K; (silence) 
T: It's not a test, relax ha ha. Ok, if someone says women are inferior, and we get 
angry, is it because we really think we're inferior? 
K: No? 
T: It's because they're wrong. They think we're inferior. Right? Ok. So, I see your 
wheels turning here. 
K: laugh 
T: You know what you mean, it's just a question of stating it that way, right? Now 
how would you phrase it if you wanted to make it clear that they're angry about 
what she thinks because it's wrong? 
K: um, (reading from paper) vim, that she says that they're inferior? 
T: um hm. She did say that they were inferior, that's it. That's why they're angry. 
K: OK. 
T; That's one of many possible combinations, but that's one of them. 
K: [typing 319-326] 
T: OK. Save it. in the incredible paper eating machine. "September 29th movement 
wants" movement want. There you go. (changing want to wants), to change the 
name of CATT Hall because they believe that she has insulted people during the 
...I don't think you need that "has" there because we're not, it's jiost a simple past, 
right? See what I mean. Let's look at it again. "They believe that she insulted 
people passed." 
K: OK 
T: And it was an amendment to the United States what? What was it an amendment 
to? the old document? 
K: Oh 
T: The United States constitution? There you go. That's good. OK [reading from 
page two] This argximent is emotional or pathos argument. "This situation is 
expressing the emotior^s they have of Carrie Chapman Catt" Do they have 
emotions of it? or about it or 
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K; Probably about it 
T: Yep, probably about it. 
K: or for. 
T: Do you like "for" better? 
K: Yep 
T: [working through it] there, there you go. "This is working by making people angry 
into expressing people how they feel....". Ok, when you capitalize the University 
like that I think you're talking about Marty and all the people there. Who wants 
to know how the name got there? Well, President Jiskhe and all those guys know 
how it got there. It's the students, right? 
K: Should I say just university? 
T: I would put just students 
K: Students? 
T: Yeah, cause um 
K: Could you put um like students of Iowa State University? 
T: Yes you could 
K: [typing 377] 
T: Space there. Students want. Now who or want? "They are unhappy now that they 
have changed it to Catt Hall" ha ha ha I would say so. "This is a pathos 
argument." No, it can't be fair play if it's pathos. If it's pathos it's emotional. 
Ethos is fair play. 
K: OK 
T: So which one did you mean? Is this an ethos or a pathos? 
K: 
T: See that would be an emotional argument. 
K: Oh. [typing] 
T; "This argument could be right or wrong to many people's opinion." OBC So it's a 
feeling argument as opposed to a logic argument. The Board of Regents can return a 
compromise with the September 29th movement....a long is two words...(last 
paragraph on page two) 
K: Could I take this September 29th movement out? 
T: I don't see how you could do it 
K: Oh, OK 
T: Because otherwise your referent, your pronoun referent is going to get muddy. If you 
just put "they" in there it would be hard to tell if it were the September 29th 
movement or the Board of Regents that was the "they." Do you see what I mean? 
K: Oh, OK. umhm 
T: "As an illustration..." on or in? on 
K: [typing] 
T: Oft. OK, this is the quote, right? So we have to have quote marks around that, 
right? 
K: [typing] 
T: The new phys ed building" Advisory committee. On the campus right? 
K: Yeah, [typing] 
437 T: Right, that would be, is that the end of the quote? And it was that advisory 
committee that said that, right? 
K: Right 
T: That quote's got to, you need to attribute that quote. Oh, said the GSB. It was the 
GSB (Government Student Body) 
K: Oh, 
T: Said the GSB 
K: OK, so it would be 
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T: So I would say "said the GSB" 
K; [typing] 
T: And what year was that? 
K: um, 1974 
T: OK, then I would say 1974. And now GSB is sajnng changing the name 
K: They're confused! 
T: Well, they're not the same people! Were you bom in 1974? Maybe your parents 
were here, ha ha 
K: Almost. 1976 
T: Is when you were bom? 
K: laugh 
465 T: So maybe your parents were here. Oh God, now I feel old. I shouldn't have asked. 
OK, [reading 'Advisory committee]. Ok. where's the verb in that sentence? 
K: Naming 
T: Naming is part of a, see we've got the advisory committee on naming buildings, but 
we don't have them doing anything. The Building being named after Carrie 
Chapman Catt is part of this phrase, but we don't have a verb, we don't have the 
advisory committee doing anything. What are they doing? 
K:  . . .  Advi s ing?  
T: Well, yeah, they're advising, but we've got to find another verb for it. 
K: 
T: Is this a word that when you say someone else should do something and it's a good 
idea, like that? recommending? 
K: Oh, yeah 
T: Is that the one you wanted? ha ha ha 
K: Yeah 
T: And in this case it's past 
K: Oh 
T: OK. The advisory committee on naming of buildings recommended that the new 
women's phy ed building be named after Carrie Chapman Catt." Now, here's the 
organizational question. That paragraph pretty much makes sense, but it seems to 
be about stxiff back in the begiiming about when you were giving the history about 
Carrie Chapman Catt on camptis. So you've gone, you started out with your 
introductory paragraph and then your history of Carrie Chapman Catt on campus, 
and then you started talking about arguments 
K: umhm 
T: But now you're back to talking about history, what do you think? 
K: umhm 
T: Where would you put it? 
K; Um, probably by the (history?) 
T: Yeah, I'd move that whole paragraph back up to where the history is. Yep, right 
there. 
K: [moving text] 
T: There you go 
K: I think I might have put 
T: Right there. 
K: I think that what might have happened was is I put that there but I wasn't sure, I 
might have put it in between 
T: Just in between stuff? 
K: Um hm because of that little line there, that's where, becaiise there's one up above 
too, that (?) 
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T: OK. Now we're back to talking about the Board of Regents. "Furthermore" [page 
3]. 300,000 —you need to put a dollar sign there 
K: OK 
T: Cause otherwise it's 300,000 little red cats or something 
K: OK 
T: You know me, I'll think anything! [reading] Ok, you need to put her in there too. 
K: OK, after "her" 
T; Yeah, after her at Iowa State University. OK, now that paragraph is about the 
history again, isn't it? 
K: Umhm 
T: So now what? 
K: Um. [pulls out outline] 
T: Oh, when in doubt, look at your outline, huh? good idea! ha ha 
K: ah 
T: See where you have that on your outline you've got it clear back up here 
K; OK 
T: So I think that you're probably supposed to move that one back to where it goes on 
the outline, too. ha ha ha. 
K; OK 
T: By the way that's a great clear paragraph. 
K: Can you vmderstand it? 
577 T: I understand it. So then we want to go, yeah, it should be....wa la! Alright, now 
what's next? 
K: Um, actual fundraising 
T: That's what we just moved 
K: OK, controversy. 
T; OK. Situation for and against (page 3). You don't need that word 
K: [deletes word] 
T: "We will now look at the main arguments being used by Catt's supporters and 
September 29th Movement.". Kathy, that's a perfect transitional paragraph!!!! 
K: giggling 
T: Absolutely, without a doubt. We just have to put it in the right place to make the 
transition (laughing) 
K: laughing 
T: Ail of the stuff that comes before it is the history, and all the stuff that comes after 
it is the argument, OK. 
K: OK 
T: Look at that! (reads sentence). That's brilliant! Absolutely brilliant! 
K: [typing] 
T: You've just told us, that's called forecasting by the way, you know like weather 
forecasters? 
K: umhm 
T: You've just told las exactly what you're going to do next. So supposedly you're going 
to look at the main arguments. "There are people" (page 3) (Cox) Good. "Many 
people...accomplishments. Many people who are Carrie Chapman Catt 
supporters" (page 4). COX) Well she doesn't believe in the Campus Reader, so 
what are we going to do with this? .. Since we've already quoted the Campus 
Reader, 
K: umhm 
T; Maybe we can put that inside the quotation 
K: OK 
T: So what we do is take out this part, move this part, move this part. 
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K: where 
T: right here 
K: yeah 
T: See what I'm going to do? [typing] paste. Ha! you put the space in there 
automaticallv, see how vou are? 
K: Does that look funny? 
T: Do vou not like that? It will automatically do that (?) 
K: OK' 
T: "Jane Cox believes that....(page 4)" Now is that a direct quote from Jane Cox? 
K: umhm 
T: That's a direct quote from Jane Cox 
K: umhm 
T: Or is it from the woman who's interviewing Cox? 
K: [looking] 
T: You've collected a lot of interesting stuff. OK, here it is. OK, so this is Alice 
Lukan's (?) quoting Jane Cox. So it should say Alice Lukans instead of Jane Cox. 
Cause it's a quote from her. 
K: OK [typing] 
T: OK. Good. "Some of the people., (page 4)" WeU, she actually said that, right? 
K: Yes 
T: So it's not that thev believe that, it's that she said it. ha ha ha 
K: OK 
T: So you can take out the part about what other people believe and just say "Carrie 
Chapman Catt said" 
K; So just take out the September 29th Movement? 
T; Yeah, you can just start out with the Carrie Chapman Catt part because she said it. 
ha ha 
K: OK 
T; ha ha ha. OK. "Carrie Chapman Catt said. Women's suffrage, would so vastly 
increase the vote...overthrow" You've got your citation, that's good, that's perfect, 
I see you're remembering to put the period outside the parenthesis, that's good. 
"The people of the white population is or are" 
K: People are. 
T: "People of the white population are hurt by it....Carrie Chapman Catt (bottom of 
page 4 and top of page 5). "Many people believe it is right to speak out against 
racism, but to have Carrie Chapman Catt go back on her word and saying racist 
remarks is wrong." OK, um. Explain to me exactly what you're trying to say there. 
K: People believe that, um, that, Uke if, im\, to not speak out against racism is hurting 
people, um, I was trying to say that, she would say one thing, like "I'm not going to 
say to you (?)," but later on she does. Going back on her word, when she promised. 
T: OK, where in your research did you find her promising that? 
K: I didn't 
T: Ah, that's the problem, ha ha ha. So what do we do with that? We have no way 
of backing up that claim. 
K: Delete it 
T: Delete it, yeah. Actually that next sentence will be OK. Just that sentence is a 
problem. The one about, yeah. I thought, boy you have access to some great 
research because I haven't seen this stuff. OK, here's the argument part. "Should 
we look beyond when she spoke out against racism". OK, do you mean should we 
look beyond when she made racist remarks? 
K: Yes 
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T: OK, then that's what you meant there. Should we look beyond when she made 
racdst remarks 
K: [typing] 
761 T: Instead of when "she spoke out against racism" "should we look beyond..." OK. 
"The people who are behind (last paragraph). Ok, this is a repeat of the other 
stuff. Ok, this part, (?) And then here's .... So the stuff that is all in black is the 
stuff we've already moved. 
K: OK 
T: OK. "Catt supporters think she was a good choice to name a building after." 
K; typing 
T: OK, yeah, 
772 end 
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